A comprehensive analysis of the Danes' attitudes towards Muslims in the Danish society by Colstrup, Laura et al.
	   1	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
Autumn	   2012
2	  
	   	   	   	   	   	  
08	  Fall	  
	   	   	   	   	   	  
 
   
    	  
Betül Akdemir      Roskilde University 
Israe Buhta        International Bachelor  
Laura Astrid Colstrup             Programme in Social Science	  	  	  
M’Barka Daoudi       House 21.1 Group no. 11    
Marit Moberg        1. Semester 2012 	   	   	  	  	  	  
Naama Daoudi      Supervisor: Dr. Afonso Moreira 	  
- A comprehensive analysis of Danes’ attitudes towards Muslims in the Danish 
society  
	   2	  
INTRODUCTION	   3	  
PROBLEM AREA	   4	  
PROBLEM FORMULATION	   5	  
WORKING QUESTIONS	   5	  
METHODOLOGY	   5	  
ANALYTICAL STRATEGY	   6	  
CASE	   6	  
EMPIRICAL MATERIAL	   6	  
INTERVIEWS	   7	  
THEORETICAL APPROACH	   8	  
LIMITATIONS OF CHOSEN RESEARCH METHODS	   9	  
THEORY	   10	  
THE MANAGEMENT OF THE STIGMA	   11	  
SOCIAL SETTING AS A FRAME OF REFERENCE	   14	  
THE EMERGENCE OF STEREOTYPES IN RELATION TO OBJECTIVISM & SUBJECTIVISM	   15	  
THE CONCEPT OF FIELD AND CAPITAL – TWO ASPECTS OF THE SAME COMPLEX	   15	  
SOCIAL INTERACTION IN THE CYCLE OF EVERYDAY LIFE	   17	  
WHAT IS RATIONAL AND HOW DO YOU DISTINGUISH RIGHT FROM WRONG?	   18	  
SUPERIORITY ACHIEVED BY UNREFLECTIVE ACCEPT	   20	  
CRITIQUE OF THEORY	   21	  
UTILIZATION OF THEORY	   22	  
CONTEXTUAL	   23	  
TO BE OR NOT TO BE A DANE	   23	  
THE IMMIGRANTS’ ENTRANCE IN THE DANISH SOCIETY	   24	  
THE APPEARANCE OF ETHNOCENTRIC & ISLAMOPHOBIC ATTITUDES	   26	  
PREVENTION OF PREJUDICE THROUGH PERSONAL CONTACT	   27	  
MUSLIMS IN DENMARK AS ONE HOMOGENEOUS GROUP?	   29	  
AVERSION AND OPEN-MINDEDNESS TOWARDS ETHNIC GROUPS	   30	  
SOCIAL GROUPS AND THEIR PERCEPTION OF ETHNIC MINORITIES	   31	  
POLITICS AND POLITICIANS’ IMPACT ON ETHNIC MINORITIES	   33	  
DANISH MEDIAS’ IMPACT ON ETHNIC MINORITIES	   35	  
HEADSCARF AS A CULTURAL AND RELIGIOUS SYMBOL	   36	  
THE HEADSCARF DEBATE	   37	  
ANALYSIS	   39	  
THE IMPACT OF EDUCATION IN SOCIETY	   39	  
LACK OF EDUCATION IN RELATION TO MEDIA AND POLITICS	   44	  
THE IMPACT OF PERSONAL CONTACT	   47	  
THE ROLE OF AGE AND GENERATION	   54	  
CONCLUSION	   54	  
AFTER	  THOUGHTS	   56	  
BIBLIOGRAPHY	   57	  
APPENDIX	   62	  
APPENDIX 1	   62	  
APPENDIX 2	   63	  
APPENDIX 3	   64	  
APPENDIX 4	   65	  
	   3	  
Introduction  
 
In Europe’s history, as well as in Oceania, Asia and America’s pre- modern societies, 
disagreements between different tribes and races have been an issue this is what 
Gaasholt & Togeby (1998) calls raison d’être (the reason to live: free translation). 
The history of immigration has also shown that conflicts between ethnic minorities 
have been and still is an issue. It is typical for the majority group in a society to look 
at immigrants and new cultures with fear and contempt  (Gaasholt & Togeby, 1998). 
Nations are usually built up on ethnic groups with the same physical characteristics, a 
common history and culture, and thereby they have “a cultural affiliation- preferably 
through generations” (Gaasholt & Togeby, 1998: 15). Denmark is a typical example 
of such a unilateral country (Gaasholt & Togeby, 1998). 
However, the last 50 years the picture has changed in the Danish society. In 
the late 1960’s and the beginning of the 1970’s there was a rapid economic growth in 
Denmark, which required an increased labor force to the market. As a result of this, 
the Danish government imported massive labor forces from other countries, most of 
them with a Muslim background (Dansk Historisk Råd, 2012). In the 1980’s these 
guest workers brought their families to Denmark, because of the better economical 
and political conditions. Another factor that led to the increasing amount of 
immigrants was the flow of refugees; numerous from Muslims countries. This has led to 
a gradual increase of Muslims in the Danish society (Mikkelsen, Fenger-Grøndahl & 
Shakoor, 2010). New religions are growing and Denmark receives more ethnic 
minorities. “The current changes are challenging the religious, ethnic and national 
identities predominant” (Tufte, 2003: 13) in Denmark. 
These ‘guestworkers’ or immigrants were very different from the majority of 
the population in Denmark, but became part of the Danish society. This led to a 
change in the political agenda, and “ this social and political reality formed the 
foundation for the attitudes towards immigrants and refugees, that today are present 
in the Danish society” (Gaasholt & Togeby, 1998: 22: free translation). Social and 
cultural changes happen all the time, but the change in society where an ethnic 
minority enters a new society is often subject to attention and great awareness by the 
population as well as the politicians. The politicians often present the meeting 
between the Danes and the ethnic minorities as a cultural clash. The Danish People’s 
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Party (Dansk Folkeparti- DF1) played a role in these changes of attitudes, and had a 
strong influence on the Danes’ perception of immigrants (Thomsen, 2006). 
But what does this change consist of and what attitudes does the population of the 
Danish society possess about immigrants?  
As a result of the immigration from countries with strong Muslim presence, a 
new Islamic culture appeared in the Danish society. The Islamic culture is visual in 
the Danish society; however, this culture did not appear before the immigrants’ 
arrival. A very typical indicator and a visual symbol of a Muslim is the Islamic 
headscarf that some Muslim women wear (Mikkelsen, Fenger-Grøndahl & Shakoor, 
2010: 288).  
 
Problem area  
The science done on immigration issues in Denmark had in 1995 mostly been based 
on the ethnic minorities and their problems in relations to the Danish society, and not 
the opposite way. Nevertheless there is a broad perception in the Danish society that 
the Danish population is negative towards immigrants and refugees (Gaasholt & 
Togeby, 1998: 31). One could ask if this perception rooted in actual facts? A survey 
done in 2002 shows that almost half of the population (approximately 40%) nurtures 
an aversion and have a negative attitude towards ethnic minorities and immigrants 
(Thomsen, 2006). This also means that half of the population is positive and open-
minded towards immigrants. What is the difference between these two groups and 
who represents them? Where do these attitudes stem from?  
 
In this project the main issues will be on why some people are so negative and averse 
in their view of immigrants and Muslims within the Danish society. The focus will be 
on where this aversion stems from and which factors that influence how these 
attitudes are created. Furthermore, it will also be highlighted how the Islamic 
headscarf as a visual symbol plays a role in the formation of opinions about Muslims 
in Danish society. 
 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  1	  Former chairwoman Pia Kjærsgaard established the Danish People’s Party in 1995 with 
three other from the Progress Party. The key issue of the party consists of maintaining the 
Danish values and norms, with a goal of tighten the immigrations law, and exercise resistance 
towards a multi-cultural society. 	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These above mentioned thoughts and questions has led us to the following problem 
formulation: 
 
Problem Formulation 
 
How have the reactions, if any, to the entering of Islamic components in the Danish 
society been expressed in different segments of the Danish population? 
 
Through the problem formulation there will be shed light on the different responses 
and reactions that has appeared from different parts of the Danish establishment 
towards the Islamic culture. Furthermore, it will be stated why these reactions come to 
life and which factors influence these reactions. The Islamic headscarf as a visual 
symbol will be a case study, and there will be looked at this as a factor. To be able to 
answer the problem formulation the following working questions will be used:  
Working Questions 
• Which external factors have an influence on how different segments of the 
Danish society view Muslims? 
• How does lack of education and personal contact influence the view segments 
of the Danish population have towards Muslims? 
• How does visual Islamic emblems, exemplified as the headscarf, appear as a 
threat to the Danish establishment? 
Methodology  
 
The purpose of the methodology chapter is to give the reader an insight in the process 
of project writing and the reason behind the chosen research techniques, which has 
been used to collect and analyse the data.  
The reader will first of all be introduced to the theories that have been used in our 
project and hereby be able to understand the significance of the theories, which is part 
of the basis of the hypothesis. Furthermore, the reader will gain an understanding of 
the historical background, where the main focus is on the Danes’ perception of 
Muslims with an immigrant background. Moreover an analysis of the responses of the 
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ethnic Danes from different segments in the Danish society, which have appeared 
since the arrival of Muslims living in the Danish establishment will be put to work.  
 
Analytical Strategy  
The choice of the analytical strategy is the deductive method. The process initiated by 
gathering empirical material to acquire a better understanding of the relations between 
immigrants, ethnic minorities and the Danish society. The intention was to get a 
clarification about the Danes’ reactions about the arrival of the new Islamic culture in 
the Danish society. Additionally, which role the headscarf as a visual symbol, has 
played in the cultural meeting that takes place in the public space.  
By using the deductive method, the theories have been tested and conducted on the 
empirical data. In other words, a number of data was collected and thereafter applied 
to the different theories to explain the situation while concurrently - from the 
deductive approach – the hypothesis was based on the theories that had been chosen. 
The approach is therefore to deduce empiria based on the theories and then test them 
(Kaare Pedersen in Olsen & Peterson, 2008: 151).    
The purpose of this analytical strategy is to assess whether the hypothesis are valid or 
not, thus an experiment will be included with interviews to be tested. The aim for the 
outcome is neither to verify nor falsify the theory. This is how the deductive method 
will be unfolded during the project work.   
 
Case  
A case study has been chosen to be included in the project. The case study was chosen 
to focus on the Islamic headscarf as a visual symbol. The Danes’ attitudes towards the 
Islamic headscarf will be investigated. Using the headscarf as an example of a visual 
Islamic symbol will lead to a gain of knowledge about this aspect of the conditions.  
 
Empirical material 
The research method applied in the project is qualitative. The gathering of empirical 
material has been qualitative data in order to achieve a better understanding of the 
reactions among the Danes living in Denmark.  
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The selected empirical material consists of first hand sources (interviews) and 
secondary data. For the contextual and theory section of the project, the use of 
empirical material has been primary and secondary literature such as articles and 
books. Some articles’ and books’ sources are written by the authors themselves and 
some have based their writings on other authors’ work. The different kinds of 
empirical material were collected in order to make sure that the investigation would 
not only be based on one particular source, which could make it biased. The first hand 
data used in the project is based on interviews, carried out by the individuals in the 
group. 
 
Interviews  
The interviews are based on the qualitative method where the answers cannot be 
described in numbers and where the interviewees operate subjectively (Olsen in Olsen 
& Petersen, 2008). The intention was to use the detailed form, where interviews with 
six different people from the same matrix were made. The interviews are linked to the 
theories and based on knowledge gained from the empirical material. The 
interviewees have their origin in two different social groups; high educated and low 
educated. The high educated group consists of: Jørgen Nielsen, who is 57 years old 
with a master’s degree in history and works as a journalist. Britt Spangsberg, 40 years 
old and who is working as an editor at Herlev’ local newspaper. She has a master’s 
degree in journalism, Danish and communication. The last person in the high 
educated group is Helene Kruse, 43 years old and has a job as a schoolteacher. The 
low educated group consists of: Jessie Frauge, 58 years old, has an education as a 
pedagogue and has been a pedagogue for 34 years, but has also been working as a 
leader for several years. She is currently working in a kinder garden. Bent Stig 
Andersson, 68 years old is educated as a house painter. He has also worked for the 
postal service for 37 years, but is now retired. His wife, Leila Andersson, 65 years 
old, worked earlier as a pedagogue, but is educated as a goldsmith, however she is 
now retired. The importance of this short introduction lies in the fact that there might 
be differences in their educational background, which can have an influence on their 
attitudes that are expressed in the interviews.  
The investigation is comprised by qualitative data collect. And the structures 
of the interviews are semi structured. This was selected, to create as much space and 
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opportunities there can be for the interviewee to elaborate himself as much as 
possible. It made it able to control the interview and direct it for the benefit of our 
project. Using structures for interviews such as these also made it possible to create 
spontaneous debates and interpretations regarding the theme (Willis 2006 in Desai 
and Potter, 2006). 
The questions about Muslims and Danes that were asked in the interviews, 
were created by making a clear distinction on purpose between ethnical Danes and 
Muslims with an immigrant background to see the interviewees response. In addition, 
they were also asked this way, to notice if the interviewees were capable of 
considering Muslims as individuals, instead of as a homogeneous group. These 
questions were asked in Danish, since the interviewees are Danish and their mother 
tongue is Danish. Therefore their ability to express themselves in English was limited 
and a better understanding of their opinions towards the Muslims was portrayed by 
choosing to ask the questions in Danish. 
 
Theoretical approach  
A constructive approach is utilized in the project work, in order to relate to the way 
Muslims are being portrayed and perceived in the Danish society. In constructivism it 
is the human’s interpretations of the world that is understood, and all human 
acknowledgement is socially constructed (Den Store Danske, 2012). Therefore the 
reality is characterized and formed by our perception and our acknowledgement 
(Fuglsang and Olsen, 2004: 350). The essence of constructivism is that no one has 
patent on the truth. Therefore there will always be other perspectives (Videnskab, 
2011). The knowledge and the interpretations will be reproduces to when humans 
interact with each other (Fuglsang and Olsen, 2004: 349). Often one thinks that one 
knows things for certain, but what constructivists say, is that those things in reality are 
something that we as society have agreed on which can be counted as knowledge 
(Videnskab, 2011). Furthermore, the truths are constructed, and the reality is 
understood by human actions, and therefore it is also possible to change the 
perception (Fuglsang and Olsen, 2004: 349). So it is the actors’ knowledge and 
practice that constructs the social reality.  
Consciously, the emphasis was on how the integration in Denmark has been 
articulated and the scope of integration has been excluded. Definitions were taken into 
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account, which also have been created by the society, and the chosen theorists also 
have a main focus on how different definitions are being perceived and expressed. 
By constructivism the ontological position explains that the reality is not out there, 
but that reality is based on the importance of interaction between individuals or social 
actors (Dr. Moreira, 2012 power point). The focus is on the importance about how the 
perception of a person with an Islamic background has been challenged. Hereby, how 
the social actors play a main role due to the social settings. Therefore the reality is the 
result of negotiations among social actors. Ontology also highlights that science is not 
based on one explicit perception of the world, but several.  
The epistemological position can be reflected by the fact that reality is 
completely depending on our acknowledgement of it (Andersen, 2005). And by 
epistemology it is possible for the investigation to distinguish justified belief from 
opinion. The epistemological part has not been utilized to the same degree as the 
ontological and constructivist part in this project. 
 
Limitations of chosen research methods  
Through the project there has been different considerations for what could delimit our 
project the most.  
Throughout the investigation and project work, we were aware that Danes 
could as well be Muslims, but to avoid other factors, which would have been more 
complex or complicated, we chose deliberately to build our project by distinguishing 
between ethnical Danes and Muslims with an immigrant background.  
The relation between Leila and Bent Andersson as a married couple should be taken 
into account since they can affect each other’s perception or attitudes in a negative or 
positive way.  
In addition to represent the Danes perception, there has been some limitation 
due to the fact that their has not been resources nor time and space to represent the 
whole population in Denmark in a 1st semester projector. The six interviewees’ 
attitudes are not representative for the Danish population as a whole. 
Finally, focusing on the headscarf it is important to understand that it will not 
represent the whole population and every single perception that is present within the 
	   10	  
Danish society. But it will give an idea of this specific case, and guide towards 
answering the problem formulation.  
Theory 
The Stigmatization process and the production of stigmas                                                                                               
Stigma originates from the Greeks, who designed it to refer to bodily signs to reveal 
bad or unusual things about the moral status of the individual (Goffman, 1963). The 
signs were “A mark made upon the skin by burning with a hot iron (rarely, by cutting 
or pricking), as a token of infamy or subjection; a brand” (Oxford Dictionary, 2008). 
They were visual marks on the body and advertised if the signifier for instance was a 
convict, slave, blemished, ritually and polluted. This indication was established in 
order for them to be avoided in for instance public places. Afterwards, in Christian’s 
mysticism stigma was used in two dimensions; the first was used to refer to bodily 
signs of holy grace - religious allusion, that occurred on the skin; secondly, a medical 
allusion was applied to this religious allusion and demonstrated bodily signs of 
physical-disordered character.       
 The Canadian born and “America’s most influential” sociologist, Erving 
Goffman (1922-1982) presents in his studies of social interaction the phenomena 
Stigma, in modernity. He applies it to some extent like the original sense, though 
referred to the discredit itself rather than to the bodily verification of it. He operates 
with three types of stigmas; abominations of the body, blemishes of character and 
tribal stigma. The first one mentioned, also known as the visual stigma, is defined as 
the different physical deformities that a person can have. The second one is the traits 
of characters within an individual that are perceived as being weak (for example an 
unemployed person, a person having tried to commit suicide, an alcoholic, a drug 
addict, an ex convict etc.). The last one is when you inherit the stigma from a person 
you’re related or associated with somehow. As mentioned in Stigma: notes on the 
Management of Spoiled Identity, an example of this is the daughter of an ex-convict, 
who wrote: “the girls at school have told me that their mothers don’t want them to 
associate with me because it will be bad for their reputations” (Goffman, 1963). 
 One of the most general elements in Erving Goffman’s theory surrounding 
stigmatization is that deviation is not seen as a quality of a person’s action, but rather 
as a consequence, since the person is labeled as different. When a stranger comes into 
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one’s presence, one usually unconsciously makes up his social identity only from the 
first appearances. Individuals feel as though they can anticipate his type and features, 
and while the stranger is present.  
Evidence can arise of his possessing an attribute, that makes him different from 
others in the category of persons available for him to be, and of a less desirable kind - 
in the extreme, someone weak or dangerous. Such an attribute is a stigma, especially 
when it’s discrediting (Goffman, 1963: 12). 
In the early stages of developing our social identity, the first impressions in 
social settings are essential. They create a basis for the anticipation and expectations 
we conduct on others. It is not uncommon to be unaware of how we present ourselves 
and this can conflict with our actual identity since the virtual one demonstrates 
otherwise. The two do not match. The perception of a stigma decreases the 
expectations of others and is in itself a discrediting act that illustrates a moral 
imperfection. For instance, stigmatized terms are put into use in everyday-
communicational-context such as bastard or cripple, which destroys all claims to 
normality. It composes a rationalization of our animosity (Goffman, 1963). 
The Management of the Stigma 
People in society will always connect a stigma with an identity. You cannot conceive 
an identity without considering the strategies that this person uses for his/her stigma. 
Whenever there are identity norms, there is also a process of stigma management. The 
stigmatized (the alcoholic, the drug addict etc.) will start interjecting ways through 
which he/she is dealt by with other people and how he/she is classified. This will 
make the stigmatized people operate on their own identity by either rejecting or 
accepting this classification. Some stigmatized individuals fail to negotiate their 
stigma (for example an alcoholic who denies that he is an alcoholic). If people in 
society start to treat their fellow humans as deviant, these will start acting somewhat 
deviant. The same example can be stated with a child; if you treat the child like a 
child below its age, it will start acting like one. This is known as the ‘loop-effect’ 
(Goffman, 1963).         
 A stigmatized person often decides to pass (to act like a normal person, and 
	   12	  
not show publicly that he/she is stigmatized – e.g. not to talk about their criminal 
history or sexual orientation) in order not to be looked down upon from society. 
According to Goffman (1963), passing leads a person to suffer from ‘in-deeper-ism’, 
which is the “pressure to elaborate a lie further and further to prevent a given 
disclosure” (:105). Passing can often lead to further stigma and thus make the 
stigmatized person even more vulnerable to exposure, than if he/she was to simply 
declare the given stigma that this person possesses from the very beginning in face-to-
face interaction. Take the example of a person suffering from cerebral palsy; when 
passing, one might think that this person is drunk. Furthermore, if the passing is 
discovered, the stigmatized individual has to account for his/her stigma. 
Successful passing however, can also create conflicts; the stigmatized person might 
avoid situations in which he/she has to deal with their stigma. An example is the 
elderly person, who suffers from dementia and is unable to remember names of 
supposedly close friends. Being aware of his own stigma, he avoids the areas in which 
there’s a risk of meeting anyone he knows in order not to be confronted with his 
stigma.           
 A stigmatized person, like an individual with a cleft palate may as a response 
to being stigmatized undergo surgery. However, this does not prevent their previous 
stigmatized self from exposure. Whether it is using stigma as a protection-shield to 
hide behind in failure from own success, refusing to acknowledge norms, or 
criticizing limits set by ‘normal’ - various efforts can be taken to use in compensation 
of the stigma. Stigma is, according to Goffman, the negative gap between deviants 
and normals. Before these two types of people interact with each other, the deviant’s 
stigma is probably already known to the ‘normal’ (if the stigma possessed is a visual 
stigma) and their interaction will therefore be defined by the stigma at stake.  When a 
person is visually stigmatized, he is more vulnerable to be looked at as a cripple and 
people surrounding him will therefore try and normalize the situation by offering a 
helping hand (which the stigmatized individual feels pressured to accept in order to 
normalize the situation and not to be seen as ungrateful).   
 There are different categories of individuals in all societies - any society sets 
up the possibility for the individual to categorize and classify other humans into 
categories in various given social environments. Erving Goffman deals with the 
categories; ‘the normals’, ‘the discredited’ and ‘the discreditable’. If a person is 
‘discredited’ it includes deformities, physical disabilities and other kinds of obvious 
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stigmas. If the person who possesses this/these stigma(s) assumes that the general 
public is aware, and that it is evident straight away that he/she possesses this stigma, 
this person is ‘discredited’. If, on the other hand, the possessed stigma has got to do 
with a criminal history, homosexuality, a psychological illness or other kinds of social 
handicaps, we’re dealing with a ‘discreditable’ person. 
Does the stigmatized individual assume his differentness is known about already or is 
evident on the spot, or does he assume it is neither known about by those present nor 
immediately perceivable by them? In the first case one deals with the plight of the 
discredited, in the second with that of the discreditable (Goffman, 1963: 14). 
Goffman (1963), discusses the effects of the social settings the individuals are 
in, and furthermore, how they can determine what kind of attributes are regarded as 
‘normal’ and abnormal. The production of the stigma leads us to the management of 
the stigma throughout identity norms and the face-to-face interactivism. Where the 
normals interact with the ‘deviants’ – it is a relationship between attribute and 
stereotype. But who are the normals? The relationship between normals and 
stigmatized exist due to the fact that they are part of the same cloth also known as 
continuum coherence. This term suggests: ”the role of normal and the role of 
stigmatized are parts of the same complex” (Goffman, 1963). As mentioned above, 
the management of stigma in society occurs wherever identity norms is present. As 
Goffman states:  
Stigma involves not so much a set of concrete individuals who can be separated into 
two piles, as a pervasive two-role social process in which every individual 
participates in both roles, at least in some connections and in some phases of life 
(Goffman, 1963: 163).  
This means, that the normal and the stigmatized only exist because of each 
other and as such, they are the same thing in relation to each other. Furthermore, 
Goffman (1963) also points out that neither the normal nor the stigmatized are people 
as such, ”but rather perspectives” (: 164). Due to certain factors (e.g. disabilities etc) 
the stigmatized has been placed in opposition to normals. Goffman (1963) also argues 
that stigmatization is situational; where an individual might be perceived as a 
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stigmatized person in some situations, these characteristics might be seen as perfectly 
normal in other connections:”it should come to no surprise that in many cases he who 
is stigmatized in one regard nicely exhibits all the normal prejudices held toward 
those who are stigmatized in another regard” (: 164). Individuals who choose to 
reject a stigma or conceive themselves being in a particular category fail to negotiate 
a stigma. For instance when normals normalize a stigma that takes place in the ‘face-
to-face-interactervism’ stage the stigmatized may not accept the ‘normalization’ and a 
‘normification’ is constructed. It is in the ‘normification’ of rationality that the 
negotiation of the stigma appears. However it is from stigma to stigma we built up 
identities and throughout social divisions that both scatter and shape various aspects 
of the term identity. Stigma is a significant component in the identity process 
(Goffman, 1963). The stigmatized may witness social exclusion - a contingent process 
whereby vulnerable groups in society are denied access to what other regard as 
normal rights, normal society and social intercourse; public services, education and 
political process and so on (Bilton, 2002: 70). 
Social setting as a frame of reference 
The social settings; ‘matrixes’ are what make us capable of expecting a certain type or 
category of a person in a given environment – let’s call them the “social rules of 
game”. These ground rules as a unity enable us, without special consideration or 
reflection to divide the individuals one encounter into several different categories. 
Hereby, we will erect certain expectations to the attributes the individual possesses. 
This phenomenon is also known as ‘social identity’. When an individual is placed in a 
given environment, where certain factors play a role, which this individual is not 
aware of before he is placed in this matrix, he is forced to take stand as to whether he 
meets the given requirements that are anticipated within that particular matrix. One 
lean on the anticipations one have and convert them into normative expectations 
(Goffman, 1963). These demands we conduct in effect and the character we assign to 
the individual may be interpreted as a ‘virtual social identity’– a characterization in 
effect. On the other hand, the category and attributes of this individual may be the 
holder of the ‘actual social identity’. Evidence of an individual being in possession of 
an attribute, which makes him differ from others, conducts a certain outcome. The 
individual is regarded as less sympathetic and is perceived as incomplete – not a 
whole;“…the situation of the individual who is disqualified from full social 
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acceptance” (Goffman, 1963: 9). Such an attribute gives birth to a stigma, in 
particular when its discrediting effect is extensive. It forms a discrepancy between 
‘virtual social identity’ and ‘actual social identity’.  Yet, it is important to point out 
that there are various types of discrepancy between ‘virtual - and actual social 
identity’ such as the type that will make room for a reclassify of the stigmatized from 
one category to another socially anticipated one. And the types that will make one 
upgrade the estimation of the stigmatized individual (Goffman, 1963). 
The emergence of stereotypes in relation to objectivism & subjectivism  
The French sociologist Pierre Bourdieu, 1930, is a classical theorist in Man’s history 
(Anderson, 2000: 309). Bourdieu is fascinated in the way, which the representation of 
reality makes reality more real than nature (Anderson, 2002: 317). His empirical- 
theoretical studies deal with culture understood as systems of symbols. Moreover, he 
is interested in the effects the symbolic adds to constructing, preserving or shifting the 
order of things.  In this paper, his work about ‘field’, ‘capital’ and ‘symbolic violence’ 
will be looked upon through his ontological and epistemological approach. An 
account for the concepts will be displayed where the relevance for these central 
concepts will be articulated. His studies are based on an ontological hypothesis; that 
there is a reality, which exists independently from an individual’s consciousness. The 
concepts in Bourdieu’s work are weaved together and as a unity they compose a 
coherent theoretical complex. One should not try to understand the sociological 
concepts independently from one another but rather as a complex. On the other hand, 
he uses the subjective perceptions as an analytical tool to understand the social 
(Jenkins, 1993).         
The concept of Field and Capital – two aspects of the same complex 
Pierre Bourdieu defines the concept of ‘field’ from an analytical perspective as a 
network of objective relations between different positions. He claims that the different 
positions exist objectively in the sphere that enforces the actors and institutions to fill 
the positions. However, the actors and institutions positions in the sphere are reliant 
on their capital (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1996: 84). In the modern-industrial-society 
the social cosmos encompasses a sequence of ‘fields’ – a social sphere with specific 
senses of logic and requirements. However, they can not be compared whether they 
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are concrete or abstract with the circumstances and code of practice that administrate 
other ‘fields’. Every ‘field’ comprises its own set of rules and logic. Moreover, this 
can be compared to the practice of a game with certain restrictions. For instance, a 
‘field’ is not an intentional construction with an explicit set of rules. It is rather 
assigned to undisputed regularity and norms (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1996: 85). The 
actors are all competing for a prize or reward like any player in a game. They have 
invested in the game and therefore they are committed and feel obligated in playing 
the game. Moreover, there is also a “triumph card”, which is the highest-ranking card. 
Its’ vigour is dependent on which game is played. The specific value of a card 
fluctuates like the value of various forms of capital (economical, social, cultural 
or/and symbolic) reliant on what ‘field’ the game is conducted on. The ‘capital’s’ 
value is constructed throughout the existence of a game and a ‘field’ whereby the 
triumph card can be liberated.  
Empirically the concept of ‘field’ can not be comprehended without the notion 
of ‘capital’, since they constitute two aspects of the same matter (Bourdieu & 
Wacquant, 1996: 86). The balance of power between the players makes out the 
structure of the ‘field’. If each player is issued a stack of chips in different colors, the 
different colors illustrate the different types of ‘capital’ the player(s) possesses. 
Moreover, the player’s relative strength, position and general strategically 
orientation in the game is determined by the amount and type of chips understood as 
the volume and structure.  For example two players with the same amount of chips 
may act very differently from one another due to the fact that one player may have a 
preponderance of ‘economical capital’ and a. minority of ‘cultural capital’ and vise 
versa.  In addition, the players’ strategies and style of play do not only demonstrate 
the composition of the player’s ‘capital’ in a given moment in the form of a reward in 
the game. It is also a matter of development in time of the ‘capital’s’ volume and 
structure. Actually, the actor’s social path and stances (‘habitus’) in the encounter 
with objective chances to gain reward has made itself definite (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 
1996: 86). One may ponder over the ‘fields’ spatiality – where does it commence and 
where does it cease? Bourdieu (1996) argues that it in the existence of a ‘field’ it 
“always enunciates within the lines of the field itself (86: free translation)”. 
Moreover Flaubert states “to exist within the lines of a given field is a dynamic which 
in itself makes the actor’s want to distinguish themselves from the others and be 
different” (Flaubert in Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1996: 87: free translation). The ‘field’ 
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encompasses a sphere in which one can determine the effect of the ‘field’. Moreover, 
also what happens with an object in the ‘field’. However, this can not be interpreted 
without a reference to the objects itself hereunder its attributes. Therefore the 
boundary of a ‘field’ exists till the effect of the ‘field’ ceases (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 
1996: 88). The forces that structure the ‘field’ define the specific ‘capital’ as well as 
crucial differences for other forms of ‘capital’.  
However the concept of ‘capital’ can only function in relation to the ‘field’. 
Actually, it provides its’ owner with power and control in the ‘field’. In addition, it 
provides disposal over concrete and symbolic productions – and reproductions 
mechanisms which diffuses makes the structure in the ‘field’. Also, it gives the right 
to appoint the set of rules for how the ‘field’ should function and dedicate to the 
advantages that are produced in it. A ‘field’ is a space where the forces are interrupted 
therefore it constructs and reconstructs the purpose of it. It changes character all the 
time – it is in a state of flux (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1996: 90). A general feature of 
the concept of field is that it constitutes: “A system of relations that are independent 
from the classifications that marginalizes in form of the relations” (Bourdieu & 
Wacquant, 1996: 93: free translation). Bourdieu (1996) uses this statement to argue 
how the individual can be interpreted as a product of the field. However he 
emphasizes that it is important not to deal with the individual as illusions, as 
subjective or objective magnitudes that are socially constructed and active in a given 
‘field’, but perceive them as actors. Moreover it is through knowledge about the 
‘field’, the individuals are placed in, one can gain an understanding of the process 
where something may sort itself out as particular in form as a position (in a field) that 
establishes its definite perception of the world and frame of reference surrounding it 
(Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1996: 94). 
In this context the structure in a ‘field’ is understood as a sphere with objective 
relations between different positions that are defined through their form of ‘capital’ or 
power where it distinguishes itself from stable networks where it may be manifested 
periodically (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1996: 94). It is the structure that determines 
whether it is possible to construct exchange that underpins the existence of a network. 
Social interaction in the cycle of everyday life 
Every society, every culture, every group of people who recognize themselves as a 
collectivity, has theories about the world and their place in it: models of how the 
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world is, of how the world ought to be, of human nature, of cosmology. These are 
what tend to be revealed in the ’official accounts’, which form the core of informants’ 
testimony to interested researches. But the point to bear in mind about these accounts 
is that they are learned and constructed in, through and as a part of the business of 
everyday life (Jenkins, 1993: 69). 
 
In the quote above, one must note the keyword everyday life and its 
significance for a feeling of solidarity. Bourdieu (1996) emphasizes the significance 
of individuals constructing their own perception of reality in their everyday life 
through out matrixes; ‘field’, however, also in the doing and knowing he says: ”only 
insofar as one does things is it possible to know about things” (Jenkins, 1993: 69). 
Bourdieu’s work on practice should be understood as a moment-to-moment-
phenomenon, located both in space and time whereby time is socially constructed out 
of natural cycles – it is a social construct. It works as a constraint and a resource for 
social interaction. The appearance of interaction occurs in space and takes time. 
The practical sense is our ability to be ready to act and orientate, at one and the 
same time.  It is a gathered in a basic orientation. Furthermore it can be divided into 
different orientations, which can appear in different ‘fields’ within the social space 
that are familiar. Society is seen as a certain amount of concrete individuals who are 
structured in a number of unions, each with their own system of rules which is a part 
of an order which constraints these individuals’ efforts to gain as much as possible out 
of positive things in life (Anderson, 2002: 315). Aspects of our everyday-life become 
visible: aspects we repress and fail to appreciate in order to manage everyday life on 
the established premises – premises which we have already recognized beforehand in 
practice, before we are aware of it (Anderson, 2002: 315). Social life should not be 
understood as the overall of individual behavior. On the other hand Bourdieu (1996) 
does not support that practice can be understood exclusively regarding individual 
choice making, or as determined by supra individual structures metaphysics would 
have it (Jenkins, 1993: 74). 
What is rational and how do you distinguish right from wrong? 
In Bourdieu’s conception of Habitus, ‘habitus’ is what seals the explanatory gap 
between the above mentioned. However, this is an abstract notion of ‘habitus’. 
‘Habitus’ is of Latin origin where it refers to a typical condition – a habitual, state or 
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appearance usually of the body. Bourdieu refers to it as “an acquired system of 
generative schemes objectively adjusted to the particular conditions in which it is 
constituted (Bourdieu in Jenkins, 1993: 74).  
Bourdieu (1996) keeps some of the concepts original meaning(s) in the 
relationship between the body and the habitus. It is the generative and unifying 
principle that converts the internal and relational characteristics of a position to a 
lifestyle - to a comprehensive set of personal choices, choices of goods and selection 
of practices. Therefore it is on the basis of the ‘habitus’ that one is capable of 
distinguishing right from wrong. However it is important to understand that it is 
because of the ‘habitus’ people distinguish differently. More overly because of the 
differences manifested in one’s practice(s), the goods possessed or in the stances 
articulated that, become symbolic differences that constitutes themselves as social-
understanding categories and principles for how the world should be perceived and 
categorized (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1996). The achieved perceptions and judgments 
throughout life will form the ‘habitus’ and underlie the actor(s)’ conception of their 
opportunities. The concept of ‘habitus’ can be understood as systems of values-and 
norms, cultural costumes and systems of stances the actor is guided by and makes 
decisions upon - individually or collectively.  
In addition it settles both rational choice theories and deterministic system 
oriented theories, by summing up underlying social and mental structures that 
navigate individuals’ actions and strategically rational considerations, that occurs on a 
more conscious level (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1996: 107-117). Actually one can go as 
far as comprehending ‘habitus’ as the factor that enables the individuals to act 
rationally without stringently being rational. They act in accordance with the 
requirements and norms of the ‘field’ due to the fact that the ‘field’ on one hand 
structures the ‘habitus “as an internalized product of the field's immanent necessities 
(Bourdieu & Wacquant 1996: 112: free translation). On the other hand the ‘habitus’ 
contributes in the sense that it assists the ‘field’ constructing a world that makes sense 
with values that are worth striving for. To sum up, the relation between ‘habitus’ and 
‘field’ is utilized in two ways. If one refers to the ‘game notion’ that was used earlier 
to describe the complex: ‘field’ and ‘capital’ composes, the ‘habitus’ poses the 
understanding of the game as well as the rule(s) of the game.  Bourdieu’s main focus 
is on the ‘field’ and not the individual, even though ‘habitus’ can be grasped as being 
individual orientated. Besides, Bourdieu (1996) mentions ‘habitus’ as socialized 
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subjectivity where the individual, personal and subjective become social and 
collective. With this being said, the point is that the human consciousness is a social 
construct that functions within certain categories of thoughts and science in definite 
matrixes that are a result of individuals background especially when it comes to 
upbringing and education (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1996: 111). 
 
Superiority achieved by unreflective accept 
Bourdieu (1996) makes use of the concept of ‘symbolic violence’ in analyses of 
relationships in superiority. Also, in this connection it is significant to understand that 
Bourdieu (1996) does not apply opposition between force and voluntariness and that 
the dominance is characterized by an unreflective accept. The ‘symbolic violence’ 
emerges in the encounter of actors where the relationship of superiority is shaped on 
the basis of an unreflective support from the actor that is being dominated (Bourdieu 
& Wacquant 1996: 151). One can wonder where this support stems from? For this 
purpose, it is essential to understand that it occurs due to a non-acknowledgement by 
the individual who is exposed by the ‘symbolic violence’ since the actor does not 
recognize the ‘symbolic violence’ as violence but merely accepts the situation as it is. 
The non reflective accept follows due to the fact that the actor considers a number of 
conditions and circumstances as natural. The domineering actor has internalized the 
structures that make up the world surrounding the and this is comprehended when the 
actors make use of the categories that indicates the domineering’s point of view 
(Bourdieu & Wacquant 1996: 152). Therefore the oppressed individual is assisting 
sustaining the relationship of superiority.   
The ‘symbolic violence’ is created through the communication between 
the actors and in accordance to Bourdieu (1996): "any linguistic interaction holds a 
potential where symbolic violence can be practiced"” (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1996: 
130: free translation). Moreover this potential is increased if there are any differences 
to the different positions the ‘actors’ possesses in proportion to the relevant capital in 
the ‘field’. However, one must note that when one chose not to exercise the 
superiority that this can be a sign of arrogance (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1996: 130). 
Therefore various situations with communication between the ‘actors’ hold the 
occasion for ‘symbolic violence’.  
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Finally, Pierre Bourdieu does not believe that all actors have the opportunity to 
express themselves and therefore there is no such thing as a common linguistic 
community. This designates the fact that linguistics is a resource that is not for 
disposal for everybody in the same degree. Therefore the actors can not exercise 
‘symbolic violence’ to the same degree for other opponent actor in the ‘field’ 
(Bourdieu & Wacquant 1996: 131).  
 
Critique of Theory 
In this section the official criticism made on Bourdieu’s theory about ‘field’, ‘capital’,  
‘habitus’ and ‘symbolic violence’ and Goffmans theory Stigma will be highlighted. 
Bourdieu’s work has not been a subject to an extensive criticism, neither in 
France nor internationally. Except from people with obvious different ideology or 
starting point, no other influential criticism has been made on Bourdieu’s about 
‘field’, ‘habitus’ and ‘symbolic violence’. There has been attempt of undermining his 
work, to stem his influence, but these critics have on purpose left out half of his 
arguments. It has been questioned whether his whole construction is biased, Bourdieu 
however tries to avoid these questions, but whether or not he succeeds is another 
question. Some misinterpretations have also been done on his work, but this could be 
a result of a translation that has been delayed and not in sequence (Callewaert in 
Andersen & Kaspersen 2000:322). To gather up, “there is still a great need for an in- 
depth critique and discussion of his works and one that is not based on 
misinterpretations” (Callewaert in Andersen & Kaspersen 2000:322).  
Goffman can be read as a cynical observer of humanity (Anderson and 
Kaspersen, 1996).  In the account of the ‘deviant’ there is a lot of focus on the 
struggle to be considered ‘normal’. The deviant’s chances of ever getting rid of their 
Stigma may seem somewhat hopeless. A deviant exemplified as an ethnic man who is 
being tribally stigmatized will never have the ability to redeem oneself. Goffman’s 
ambition was to create a free space for personal identity development through Stigma. 
This could entail that the individual indeed has an opportunity to suppress the stigma 
by succeeding in other aspects of life, and instead of being doomed for being 
‘deviant’, one could instead be admired for the willpower to suppress the stigma 
(Sommer, Nielsen & Nicholson 2001). 
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Utilization of theory 
Goffman’s theory Stigma, and Bourdieu’s theories about ‘field’, ‘capital’, ‘habitus’ 
and ‘social violence’ will be applied on the empirical material, and thereby make the 
ground for our analysis. 
The Stigma theory of Erving Goffman will provide an understanding of the 
production of stigmatization in the Danish society. It will explain how the different 
segments in the Danish society may be divided categories; normal and abnormal. 
Furthermore how the abnormal may become deviants from the majority in the Danish 
society. His concepts regarding the Stigma theory will put emphasis on how the 
concepts ‘virtual social identity’ and ‘actual social identity’ might be applied to 
individuals and hereunder the emergence of stereotypes. 
The sociologist Pierre Bourdieu is linked to the interviews as one of the 
theories, since he appoints a factor in the understanding of cultural differences, where 
it can be used to understand the difference in level of education.  His concept of 
‘field’ will clarify the kind of background hereunder the meaning of the social settings 
one stem from with its own notion of rules and logic; norms and values. In relation to 
the ‘field’ the ‘capital’ is what provides the control within the ‘field’ as well as 
structure and determine how the ’field’ should work.  In addition the notion of ‘field’ 
and ‘capital’ are vital in correlation with the ‘habitus’ that endows one with a set of 
personal stances, choices of goods and choice of practices. It will reflect the choice of 
way of living as well as setting an indicator for what is considered as ’normative’ 
expectations through the anticipations that are converted with the ’field’ as a 
foundation. This will help understanding the emergence of stereotypes and racial 
prejudice that are produced within the Danish society as well as account for the 
significance of the social settings where the individuals construct their own perception 
of reality in their everyday life. 
Finally, the implementation of the concept of ‘symbolic violence’ will be used 
as an extension of the Goffmanian concept regarding ‘deviants’. Its role is to 
comprehend the creation of stereotypes by applying a dimension; where the actor is 
not even aware of this ‘symbolic violence’ he displays. 
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Contextual 
 
The contextual chapter will present the empirical material for the project. First 
different terms used in the project will be clarified, the historical background for the 
circumstances of the immigrants and Muslims in Denmark will be explained and the 
reader will be introduced to important concepts such as ethnocentrism and 
Islamophobia. Thereafter different social groups and their attitude towards 
immigrants will be accounted for. The importance on personal contact between Danes 
and Muslims will be emphasized. Furthermore an introduction of external factors 
such as media and politics will be explained. Last the Islamic headscarf will be 
highlighted. 
 
To be or not to be a Dane  
The definition of an immigrant according to Danmarks Statistik is a person who is 
born in a foreign country. And the definition of a descendant is a person who is born 
in Denmark. Furthermore the definition explains that a person is Danish when at least 
one of the parents is a Danish citizen and born in Denmark (Danmarks Statistik in 
Ministeriet for flygtninge, indvandrere og integration, 2007).  
The definition of an Ethnic Dane has in this purpose derived from the definition of an 
ethnic group. An ethnic Dane shares the same cultural characteristics and possibly 
biological characteristics with the other representatives in the group of ethnic Danes. 
Thereby an ethnic Dane is one who is defined by the members in the group, but the 
person can only be accepted as an ethnic Dane if the members within the group and 
people who aren’t acknowledging them as ethnic Danes.  However the word ethnic 
often refers to race, therefore an ethnic Dane is one who has the same cultural 
heritage as the other members in the group (Den store Danske Encyklopædi 1996). 
Furthermore language is a “criteria” to be part of the group in the sense that there are 
linguistic elements such as: typical expressions, vocabulary, and characteristic accents 
that are required to be accepted as an ethnic Dane (Fishman 1989 in Williams 2001).      
The majority in the society defines ethnic minorities, and it is the minorities’ 
alien attributes and appearance that characterize them and distinguish them from the 
majority (Hervik og Jørgensen 2002 in Tufte 2003:). Ethnic minorities can only exist 
in relation to a majority in a society, and not when the ethnic minority is in their land 
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of origin, because they wont be considered as an ethnic minority, since they are part 
of the majority there. Furthermore the ethnic minorities are defined by the majority 
from the effort they make in the integration process including the way they as 
outsiders respond and reorganize themselves in the society they settle in (Pieterse, 
1996). However when ethnic minorities are mentioned in political and media 
connections, the description of an ethnic group is often equal with race (Gyldendals 
åbne encyklopædi 1996).   
When Danish society is mentioned in this project, there is not a consequently meaning 
or understanding of it. It is used when describing ethnic Danes’ perception of 
Muslims, however it is also referred to in other coherence e.g. when there is being 
dealt with Danes’ with immigrant background and ethnic Danes.   
  
The immigrants’ entrance in the Danish society  
This chapter will be evolving the immigrants as well as the ethnic minorities 
encountering the Danish establishment. It will create basis for why integration is a hot 
topic on the agenda. Moreover it will be placed in a historical context.  
Integration is mostly understood as a process where elements from both the 
majority and minority group in society create a new system, which everyone can be a 
part of (Quraishy, 1999). But integration is also a word that has been interpreted and 
understood in many ways, as a Pakistani- Danish author says: “In Denmark it is clear 
that when the majority of the citizens talk about integration they mean that the 
immigrants should not be very visible, preferably disappear” (Quraishy 1999: 83: 
free translation). 
Initially, in the end of the 1960’s a number of foreigners from Turkey, the 
former Yugoslavia, Pakistan and Morocco, who were mostly Muslims, arrived to 
Denmark. They were invited by the Danish government in order to ensure and 
maintain an economic growth in Denmark (Mogensen, 2008). Actually, they should 
function as ”guest-workers” due to the low unemployment rate among the Danes. The 
purpose was that they should work until the labor market got more stable and then 
return to their home country. Despite the expectations the guest workers formed an 
existence in Denmark and they brought their families with them – “they were here to 
stay. They had become immigrants” (Togeby, 1989: 23:  free translation).  This 
resulted in a huge influx of refugee asylum seekers from Africa, Asia and the Middle 
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East (Gaasholt & Togeby, 1998). However, in the 1970’s the rate of unemployment 
grew and put a high level of pressure on the welfare system. The attitudes towards the 
immigrants changed and shifted in a negative direction (Mogensen, 2008). 
Since the 1960’s radical changes within the Danish population’s ethnic 
composition were displayed. Up until the 1960’s Denmark was one of the most 
homogeneous societies in terms of religion, ethnicity and culture, hereunder language. 
Denmark was characterized by a high degree of cultural homogeneity (Mogensen, 
2008). The immigrants did not only have non-European features, they also brought an 
unfamiliar religion and culture along with them; for example women wearing the 
Islamic headscarf created an occasion for possible cultural friction. Denmark was now 
a country with a dominating majority with a diversity of smaller ethnic minorities that 
differed. In supplement this ranked topics as immigration and integration as high 
priorities on the political scheme and created occasion for debate (Gaasholt & 
Togeby, 1998).  
Finally, the debate headed towards a conflict-ridding stage where cultural 
aspects played a greater role. In the meantime the number of ethnic minorities 
increased and thereby integration policies were intensified.  Moreover, the attack on 
the twin-towers also known as 9/11 by the Islamic organization Al Qaeda produced an 
internationally wide-ranging fear, which they associated with Islam and terror through 
out the media’s delineation. This changed social and political reality generated 
foundations for the stances and attitudes towards the ethnic minorities; immigrants 
who today are a part of the Danish society. The Scandinavian countries that had been 
known on an international level as some of the most homogenous nation-states were 
now undergoing a transformation towards a poly-ethnic establishment (Gaasholt & 
Togeby, 1994).  
The guest workers got employment where needed and where they could 
provide for themselves. Whereas the immigrants on the other hand, who arrived in the 
80’s and 90’s, had a hard time adjusting and obtaining a position in the Danish labour 
market. Essentially some of them relied on social services from the state to provide 
for them and their families, which put a great extent of pressure on the Danish welfare 
state. It led to a change in the Danish Labour market and social division as well as a 
negative view and attitude towards the ethnic minorities was established (Thomsen, 
2006). 
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The appearance of ethnocentric & Islamophobic attitudes 
In this section there will be described and defined among others the concept of social 
marginalisation, ethnocentrism, xenophobia and Islamophobia. Furthermore the 
causes of these conditions will be explained.  
           According to the Danish social scientist Flemming Mikkelsen (2001) many of 
the immigrants in Denmark have the same social and political rights as the Danes, but 
are in a position of social marginalization and may feel excluded from the social life 
in the Danish society. When people are socially marginalized, they will not have the 
same opportunities to contribute and take part in essential benefits in the same level as 
others. When one is exposed to this type of marginalizing in a society, which is seen 
in context with special social characteristics such as gender, skin colour, appearance, 
religion, nationality and ethnicity it is an indication of discrimination and racism 
(Mikkelsen, 2001: 27). 
 Discrimination occurs when an individual is attributed certain behaviours by 
other people (the perception of this behaviour can be right or wrong), and it helps to 
withhold his/her social positions. When discrimination or marginalization of people 
with these attributes takes a collective form it is entitled as racism (Mikkelsen 2001: 
33).  
 There is a common opinion about racism: that it is a great problem in many 
places. It is used around the world to express aversion and discrimination. This is 
based on ethnic differences. However racism as a concept is not very clearly defined 
and has changed through history. Today the word is used to describe special patterns 
of behaviour that are negative towards certain groups and races. It has lost its’ clear 
meaning and the word is therefore not suitable if one wants to use it as an analytical 
tool for social science (Fredrickson 2003). Professor George M. Fredrickson (2003) 
has done research on the concept of racism and he argues that the word derives from 
the old concept xenophobia. Xenophobia can be a suitable word when one wants to 
understand racism. 
 The phenomena xenophobia has its roots in Great Britain in 1553, where an 
anti-alien attitude was manifested in the British society, and it is therefore defined as 
the phobia of foreigners. Furthermore xenophobia can be described as hostility, 
prejudices or a type of aversion towards foreigners (Taras, 2012).  
Hereby one can draw parallels to the phenomena Islamophobia, which is an 
extended version of xenophobia. 
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Islamophobia was introduced in the late twentieth and early twenty-first 
centuries (Bunzl 2007: 13) in a report of the Runnymede Trust from 1997 made to 
advise Britain on race relations, Islamophobia is “unfounded hostility towards Islam” 
(Taras, 2012: 3). Islamophobia can be described as followed: the stigmatizing 
opinions that people who are Islamophobic have are that Muslims are: static, 
aggressive, do not share the same values, and are primitive compared to the Western 
countries (Taras 2012). Furthermore, Muslims are associated with having an ideology 
that is used to endorse military and political interests. And the statement that Muslims 
are intolerant towards Western’s critiques, justifies the people who are Islamophobic 
to practice their discrimination as a natural matter (Runnymede Trust 1997: 104 in 
Taras 2012: 4). Regarding Islamophobia, it is important to consider whether a 
dimension of cultural discrimination appears (Wodak and Jones 2011: 1). Due to the 
non-European features that are represented as alien attributes and are connected with 
Muslims, a chain-reaction resulting in antagonistic sentiments is created (Taras 2012). 
An example of this is the Islamic headscarves (Semati 256-275 in Taras 2012: 4).  
In addition, people who are Islamophobic may also be ethnocentric. 
Ethnocentrism is described as “a feeling of cultural superiority” (Thomsen 2006: 16:  
free translation). It is a product of creating distance and being aversive towards other 
cultures (Taras, 2012). People with a strong sense of Ethnocentrism or aversion will 
also express certain requirements towards ethnic minorities (Kleinpenning & 
Hagendoorn, 1993: 23-24 in Thomsen, 2006: 62). They expect that a form of 
assimilation and adaption of the ethnic majorities in Denmark should take place 
(Togeby, 1998: 201 in Thomsen 2006: 68). Ethnocentrism is caused by a lack of 
knowledge and ignorance of other ethnic groups. If one is able to create personal 
contact between members of the different groups and individuals from these groups 
one will learn that the notions one had about the other groups or person only were 
prejudice and were not rooted in real life (Togeby, 1997: 105).  
Togeby (1997) also claims that if there is a concept that can explain 
ethnocentrism it is the matter of personal contact conducted by Gordon Allport.  
 
Prevention of prejudice through personal contact 
Humanity so far as handling their human relationships face amongst others a number 
of cultural and ideological dimensions that may cause friction somehow of course 
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many different variables should be taken under consideration. This friction may cause 
a lot of animosity, prejudice and ignorance. One can spend a whole lifetime 
wondering about the emergence and why this friction even occurs in the first place. 
Gordon Allport, often described as one of the founding figures of psychology, 
hereunder personality psychology, described the emergence of the phenomena as a 
”product of the fears of the imagination” (Allport, 1954: preface). 
Professor Gordon Allport (1954) describes prejudices as the perception one 
has towards others, which is not rooted in actual facts or experiences. This feeling can 
be unfavourable or favourable towards the person aimed at. One can practise this by 
e.g. discriminating people - negative prejudice. He also argues that prejudices against 
people of different ethnic groups are mostly unfavourable and negative. Allport 
(1954) therefore define prejudice as “an aversive or hostile attitude toward a person 
who belongs to a group, simply because he belongs to that group, and therefore 
presumed to have the objectionable qualities ascribed to the group” (Allport 1954: 7). 
Ethnic prejudices can be directed to both individuals and groups as collectives. 
Commonly, prejudices are explained as a generalization, often erroneous, of the 
ethnic group, or the individual (Allport, 1954).  In addition, one may add stereotyping 
as a new dimension. Allport defines stereotyping as “exaggerated belief associated 
with a category. Its function is to justify our conduct in relation to that category” 
(Allport, 1954: 191). However, another significant feature to stereotyping’s existence 
is the fact that they are socially supported, continually revived and hammered in, by 
medias mass communication (Allport, 1954: 200). This can in fact be a poor approach 
to information when media mainly are addressed with issues, conflicts and problems, 
thereby the perception of other groups will be negative (Togeby, 1997). 
Moreover different social backgrounds create different norms and values. 
Additionally the lack of knowledge about the ethnic minorities may create a negative 
attitude and prejudice towards them (Thomsen 2006: 71). Allport (1954) confirms 
this; he points out that a lack of first-hand contact between the majority and the 
minority group will separate the society. The first hand contact between these groups 
can be difficult to achieve because people choose the easiest way and stick to their 
‘own group’. People who stay separated in this way have a harder time 
communicating with people who are different (e.g. have a different language). This 
separation and lack of knowledge about other cultures is what causes generalization 
and stereotypes of different groups and thereby also prejudices. Togeby (1997) agrees 
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that personal contact will increase the level of information about the ethnic group. 
Personal contact will reduce the prejudices and therefore minimize discrimination, 
based on the premise to achieve collectives where individuals with different ethnicity, 
race or background socialize with each other. As they get to know one another as 
individuals and overcome various kinds of prejudices they will be able to create a 
bound and friendships may flourish. In addition more contact may disintegrate 
ethnocentrism as well as prejudices (Togeby, 1997). 
Thomsen (2006) argues that one way to remove these prejudices is the contact 
between Danes and Muslims through their work, and on their workplace. “Some 
indications might show that there would be a broader open-mindedness and less 
Islamophobia, if more Danes had colleagues with a Muslim belief” (Thomsen 
2006:231 free translation). 
 Furthermore, Allport (1954) states that not all kind of contact will have the 
same effect. The contact needs to occur as a common goal from both sides. One needs 
to be open and positive and often cooperate towards a common purpose. The contact 
should neither be superficial or content of obstacles. If this is the case the prejudice 
and negative sense towards the ethnic groups might be amplified (Togeby 1997). 
 
Muslims in Denmark as one homogeneous group? 
The Muslims in Denmark are not one homogeneous group, even though generally in 
the Danish society people have a tendency to view Muslims as a homogenous group 
instead of as different individuals or as a group independent from the group of 
Muslim immigrants. The group of Muslims in Denmark comes from many different 
countries, and have therefore many different norms and values. (Ministeriet for 
flygtninge, indvandrere og integration, 2007: 9- 24). An example of this perception is 
Al Qaeda’s terror activity in different countries, which has made an impression on 
many people and they have been portrayed several times in the media. People who do 
not have personal contact with Muslims might compare Muslims in the Danish 
society with these international terrorists and thereby associate the Muslims with 
terrorism (Thomsen 2006: 231).  
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Aversion and open-mindedness towards ethnic groups  
The rise of a multi-ethnic society in Denmark has led to changes in the society and it 
has drawn a lot of attention to the citizens. Some are even worried about these 
changes that occur. According to the Danish political scientologist Jens Peter Frølund 
Thomsen (2006) the Danes are very divided in their view on immigration and ethnic 
minorities, and are split into two distinct groups (Thomsen 2006: 14). Surveys done 
through the recent decades in Denmark has shown that a little less than half of the 
population (40%) nurtures a certain aversion towards the cultural changes that are 
happening, and think that the increasing immigration in Denmark is a threat to the 
Danish society (Thomsen, 2006: 225).  
The Danish political scientists Øystein Gaasholt and Lise Togeby (1998) has 
done research on this, and the professor Jens Peter Frølund Thomsen (2006) shares 
the same view. He claims that this aversion against ethnic minorities is explained as a 
feeling of opposition and reluctance against cultural ethnic difference. One will have a 
feeling of cultural superiority and a fear of the new and unknown culture. 
Furthermore, one will be worried of the different values, behaviours and other typical 
characteristics this culture brings. This difference can bring concerns to some people 
and thereby they become afraid of the cultural that e.g. Muslims and the Islamic 
religion bring into the Danish society (Tobiasen, 2003: 353 in Thomsen, 2006: 61). 
This is closely linked to terms as ethnocentrism and racial prejudices (Thomsen, 
2006).  
 The opposite of aversion is open-mindedness towards ethnic majorities and 
Muslims. People with open-mindedness accept the cultural differences between ethnic 
groups. They are not afraid or worried about the new culture in the same way as 
people who are averse. People in the Danish society who are open-minded are also 
often tolerant towards ethnic minorities and immigrants. Tolerance can be seen as a 
physiologic reaction in extension of an open mind towards ethnic minorities. While 
open-mindedness is related to the cultural differences, tolerance refers to a positive 
view on social and political rights for everyone. This also includes the ethnic 
minorities and immigrants (Thomsen, 2006). One will be able to assign all groups, 
even if they do not care about them, the same social and political rights as one would 
want for himself (Davis, 2000: 457 in Thomsen, 2006: 59). Tolerance towards ethnic 
minorities should be understood as the rejection of all kinds of discrimination and “..a 
persons enforcement of freedom of religion, freedom of expression, freedom of 
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assembly, and the same right to different social services” (Thomsen, 2006: 59: free 
translation). But not all people recognise this, and they are therefore seen as 
intolerant. While the people who are averse do not accept cultural differences, 
intolerant people do not recognise the social and political rights for minorities. It is 
not a direct link between people with aversion towards ethnic minorities and 
intolerance, but people who are intolerant are almost always averse (Thomsen, 2006). 
Furthermore Thomsen (2006) argues that there are some, but not many people 
in Denmark, who are intolerant. In general people want minorities to receive the same 
social and political rights as the majority group. But the fact that there are tmany 
people in Denmark who are averse and do not recognise the cultural rights for 
minorities is a greater problem. According to Thomsen (2006) surveys have shown 
that whether people are reluctant or open-minded is strongly connected to their social 
background.  
 
Social groups and their perception of ethnic minorities 
The social background of the citizens is an important factor in the Danes’ attitude 
towards immigrants and ethnic minorities. It is clear that there are certain social 
groups within the Danish society that nurture aversion or intolerance for immigration 
and ethnic minorities. According to Thomsen (2006) a number of sociologists argue 
that different social backgrounds create several norms and values even though it is 
complex, and difficult to articulate what the reason of these attitudes are. Both 
Gaasholt and Togeby (1998) and Thomsen (2006) highlights one specific factor that 
shows a significant difference in their attitude, and that factor is the level of education 
of the citizens.  
  There are two different stages in people’s level of education where a 
significant difference in attitudes is to be discovered. One is people with high 
education, which shows the strongest effect of education and ethnic open-mindedness. 
It also shows that people with higher academic education are even more open-minded. 
People with a low education (who do not have a high school diploma) are in a higher 
degree averse and intolerant than people with a higher education (who do have a high 
school diploma) (Thomsen, 2006: 78-79). The reason for this can be explained in 
different ways; the main reason probably being the gain of knowledge and personal 
resources one gets from education. According to Thomsen (2006) one will gain 
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qualities such as strong democratic norms, great cognitive capacity, great knowledge 
about social relations and consistence attitudes and values through education that will 
lead to a more positive attitude and increased open-mindedness. Two Norwegian 
sociologists Hernes & Knudsen agree on this matter. They argue that education 
provides people with different values and attitudes that create an open mind and 
democratic values. Furthermore education will create more knowledge, which can 
help prevent erroneous prejudice. One will also gain a greater cognitive capacity 
through education (Hernes og Knudsen, 1989, 1992; Engesbak og Jensen, 1991 in 
Gaasholt & Togeby, 1994). The person will thereby gain more personal resources and 
also be more socialized. All of this leads to more open-mindedness. He will go 
through a process that “educates people to be more open and tolerant towards 
different views, theories and life philosophies” (Thomsen 2006: 24: free translation).  
The low educated people have not been through these educational processes, 
and have therefore not gained the same personal resources and knowledge. Lack of 
knowledge creates prejudices against what is different or unknown, which again will 
lead to less open-mindedness and more aversion. Even though low educated people 
often are averse, many of them in spite of this, are tolerant. This might be a result of 
the democratic values in the Danish society, and that people in general, even though 
they are ethnocentric and averse, do not accept political and social discrimination 
(Thomsen 2006: 232). Mikkelsen (2001) argues that people between the ages of 18-
50, with a high education are the most positive towards immigrants, and many of 
them think it is enrichment for the Danish society. 
Mikkelsen (2001) furthermore states that people above 50 years tend to be 
more averse than younger people. Generations and age are another factor where one 
can see a connection between social groups and reluctance towards ethnic minorities 
(Gaasholt & Togeby, 1994). Thomsen (2006) agrees with this and states that young 
people, from 18- 26 years are in the age group that are most open-minded towards 
ethnic minorities, while people above 60 years are clearly more averse. The society 
has changed through time and the different generations have not grown up in the same 
social frameworks. The younger generations have in general a higher education than 
the older generation. Additionally older people have much less personal contact with 
ethnic citizens. They have not grown up in a multi- ethnic society as the younger 
generation to a larger extent has. 
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Another factor that influence the attitude towards ethnic minorities and 
immigrants are different political stands and ideology, thereby different political 
groups. In general one can see that people with a great interest in politics and have a 
confidence in their political stance have a tendency to be more open-minded 
(Gaasholt & Togeby, 1994). People’s open-mindedness towards immigrants and 
ethnic minorities is also strongly connected to their political view and choice of 
political party. In Denmark there is a strong polarisation of the voters, generally 
people that vote on the left- wing and a degree in the centre are significantly more 
open-minded and positive towards ethnic minorities than people that vote on the 
right- wing. The majority of DF’s voters have a high degree of aversion against ethnic 
minorities, but even though they are averse and ignore the cultural practises of ethnic 
minorities they are still tolerant, and want ethnic minorities to be able to enjoy the 
same social services and education as the majority of citizens. The disagreements and 
polarisation between the voters imply to a large extent the discussion on whether or 
not immigrants and ethnic minorities are a cultural threat to the Danish society and if 
they should or have the same political and social rights as the Danes (Thomsen, 
2006). 
Also within choice of political party and to which degree they are averse or 
open-minded one can see a connection with the level of education among the voters. 
“The accept for and aversion against the multi-ethnic society is rooted in the 
distinctive educational groups, that even let their attitudes be expressed in their 
choice of party” (Thomsen, 2006: 51: free translation). People with high education 
often vote to the left and the centre, while people with low education often vote on 
DF. The majority (90%) of DF’s voters do not have a high education (Thomsen 2006: 
161).  
 
Politics and politicians’ impact on ethnic minorities 
In Denmark the discussion within immigrations-policy has become very intense, the 
political parties represent the citizens’ different views and it has been integrated in the 
party- political system. The political parties and their representatives do not only 
represent the different views of the citizens but they are also amplifying the different 
views to the more extreme (Thomsen 2006: 46).  
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In the recent years there has been rise of two dimensions in Danish policy: the 
matter of economical questions and the matter of non-economical questions. The non- 
economic dimension is termed  “value politics” and includes politics concerned 
crime, aid support, environment and immigration (Borre & Goul Andersen, 2003: 
171-172). These issues cover the current disagreement surrounding, which values a 
society should be build and developed upon and it has created a gap between different 
social groups, e.g. the difference in education. The value- policy includes the 
immigration- and integration policy, and these issues and questions plays a vital role 
on the political agenda, because they are important for the voters (Thomsen 2006: 
152-153). 
It is complex to look at the choice of party and the coherence with the voters’ 
attitude towards ethnic minorities, but in general there is a clear dividing line and 
polarisation within Danish politicians and the voters. This dividing line structures 
especially immigration-policy in Denmark. There is a connection between different 
social groups, their open-mindedness and the party they vote on. There is no doubt 
that immigration- policy has had a very big influence on this dividing line between 
the left- wing/centre and the right- wing parties, in this matter represented by DF. It is 
clear that DF has had a strong influence on Danish politics from their origin in 1995. 
DF’s main issue is immigration policy and they have made immigration and 
integration a heated and conflicting topic (Thomsen 2006: 149-167). It is often the 
people with a low degree of personal resources and cognitive capacity who are most 
influenced by media and politicians. The influenced are also the ones who are most 
hostile towards ethnic minorities (Togeby 1995: 87 in Mikkelsen, 2001: 150).  
DF’s view on immigration has created awareness about these issues, and it has 
mobilised the voters, either they sympathize or they take distance from DF’s policy. 
DF’s voters are significantly more reluctant and negative towards immigration than 
voters from other parties (Thomsen 2006: 149-176).  
The fear of Islam that some voters possess is an important factor in integration 
policy, and this has created yet another dividing line between the voters. DF has used 
this fear and integrated it into the immigration policy, and herby made it their political 
agenda. After DF’s policy in the 90’s and a direct cause of the new value policy 
changes in the law in Denmark has been made. The immigration laws have become 
much more strict, and it has e.g. more difficult to obtain a Danish citizenship 
(Thomsen 2006: 186-188). The former leader of DF, Pia Kjærsgaard uses a specific 
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rhetoric to underline her political view. She “turns the presence of ethnic groups in 
Denmark into a security issue and a cultural threat” (Hervik in Pinxton & Preckler 
2006: 41). Hervik (2006) argues that there is a strong presence of rhetoric in Denmark 
that is negative and hostile towards cultural differences- this is often expressed 
through media.  
 
Danish medias’ impact on ethnic minorities 
The Danish professor Togeby (2004) argues that when media puts a spotlight on 
immigration and the debate around it, it is usually done on the basis of politicians’ 
discourse on the subject. The media has played an important role in the amount of 
attention and awareness the voters and different groups of the population have 
concerning the immigration- policy (Togeby 2004 in Thomsen 2006: 174). Since the 
refugees and immigrants entered the Danish society there has been recurrently 
attention in media about newcomers’ presence, and thereby they have achieved 
attention in the public (Hervik, 2003). In the 1980’s and the 1990’s the Danish 
newspapers were mostly focusing on the negative aspects of immigration and the 
problems that immigrants brought with them. This could be different types of crime, 
ghettos and their lack of effort in integration. They were basically seen as a cultural 
and social problem in the media frame (Gaasholt & Togeby, 1998).  
On basis of different theories Gaasholt & Togeby (1998) argues that media 
will influence the citizens and their perception of the issues in society. The problems 
mentioned in media would be the same issues the citizens possess. (Cohen, 1963; 
McCombs & Sham, 1972; Becker et al., 1975: Erbring, Golderberg & Miller, 1980; 
Weaver, 1982; Siune 1984; 1991 in Gaasholt & Togeby, 1998). Several surveys have 
shown that media influence the attitudes and opinions of the population. (Weaver, 
1982; Iyengar, Peters & Kinder, 1982; Fan, 1988; Iyengar & Kinder, 1987; Page, 
Shapiro & Dempsey, 1987; Iyengar 1991; Brody, 1991; Page & Shapiro, 1992 in 
Gaasholt & Togeby, 1998) One particular story may not affect the population to a 
great extent, but repeated stories over a certain amount of time may have an affect. 
John Zaller (1992) argues that media is the main source of information for the 
majority (politicians, experts) in the society, and thereby certain questions within the 
immigration policy may, for the majority of the Danish population, only be portrayed 
in media and the citizens will thereby be influenced by medias agenda (Zaller, 1992 in 
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Gaasholt & Togeby, 1998). Togeby furthermore argues that this can explain the 
reluctant changes in attitudes from parts of the population towards immigrants, since 
the medias’ discourse in the 1980’s and the 1990’s became much more negative. The 
media’s focus has been directed on new frightening images about immigrants 
(Gaasholt & Togeby, 1998).  
The media plays a crucial role in creating boundaries between the Danes and 
‘the others’, in this case the Muslims. The population may feel threatened by the 
Islamic culture and this could also explain the growth of right wing parties in Europe 
in general and in Denmark. Furthermore the media dramatizes certain matters, where 
e.g. the Islamic fundamentalists are stereotyped in the media. In the post 9/11 period 
the discourse in media were very negative and xenophobic (Hervik, 2003).  
According to Togeby (2004) media plays a great role in the population’s 
attitudes and attention towards immigration- policy. Media will also contribute to an 
intensified and exacerbate of the already existing attitudes among people in the 
Danish society, especially the negative or reluctant attitudes (Togeby in Thomsen, 
2006). People with lack of knowledge about immigrants and ethnic minorities may 
have poorer chances to recognize the media’s rhetoric in context with actual 
knowledge about the culture of ethnic minorities. The media most frequently becomes 
the only source of information (Thomsen, 2006). 
“Distinctive features and attributes of ethnic minorities are emphasized at the 
expense of others and the more certain angles is repeated, the more it is perceived by 
the citizens as relevant interpretation of reality” (Gamson & Modigliani, 1987 cited 
in Frølund Thomsen 2006: 54: free translation). The conflicts about Islam and ethnic 
minorities are not always about the actual circumstances, but often more about the 
visual symbols one associate with ethnic minorities (Thomsen 2006: 54). An example 
of this can be the Islamic headscarf. 
 
Headscarf as a cultural and religious symbol 
In the Islamic context the headscarf that veils the hair is called the Hijab (appendex 
9.2). The headscarf is regarded and worn very differently by the Muslim women. The 
most common way of wearing the headscarf is the scarf that covers the head and 
neck, and leaves the face clear. The most conservative way for a Muslim woman to 
veil herself in an Islamic way is by wearing the Niqab (appendix 1) or the Burka 
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(appendix 1). The Niqab covers the whole face, but leaves the area around the eyes 
clear, whereas the Burka covers the entire face, only leaving a net to cover the eyes 
(BBC News, 2011).  
The Islamic justification for the practice of the headscarves is based on the 
Islamic religious text, the Quran. There are only very few verses in the Quran, that 
deals directly with how the Muslim woman should dress, and these verses have by 
some Muslims been interpreted as the justification for why Muslim women should 
wear the headscarf (Fenger-Grøndahl, 2011). According to different qualitative 
interviews, Muslim women usually chose to wear the headscarf, after a long personal 
reflection and deliberation. Contrary to popular belief, it is rarely the case of cultural 
tradition that encourages young Muslim women to wear the headscarf. It is more 
often the religious belief or the need to mark oneself with a strong religious identity 
that is the reason for why Muslim women wear headscarves (Mikkelsen, Fenger-
Grøndahl and Shakoor, 2010). 
Some Muslims try to give the symbol of the headscarf a collective meaning, 
by interpreting the verses from the Quran, and giving it one definite meaning by the 
basis of the verses (Degn and Søholm, 2011). But far from all Muslim women choose 
to stick to the same Islamic definition. For religious, sociologist and former 
chairwoman of “Kritiske Muslimer” Sherin Khankan, the headscarf is an expression 
of free choice, religious modesty and honour and the individuals democratic right and 
freedom to exercise ones religion (Degn and Søholm, 2011). 
But some women believe that the headscarf almost represents the opposite. The 
feministic organisation “Kvinder for frihed” believes that the headscarf is an 
expression of an out-dated and oppressive view on women who violate the Danish 
essential constitutional right to equality (Degn and Søholm, 2011).  
 
The headscarf debate 
The debate concerning the headscarf is a very important and intense discussion, both 
relevant in Muslim countries where the modernization has challenged the traditional 
cultural patterns, but also in Europe, since they have received many Muslim migrants.  
A wide spread of questions surrounding the headscarf has been raised, from the 
questioning of the meaning of the headscarf to the discussion about whether or not the 
headscarf could limit the women’s opportunities e.g. in the work field (Degn and 
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Søholm, 2011). Ever since the Muslim women arrived to Denmark they have been 
portrayed by the media as a group: of headscarf-cladded women, but it was not until 
the 1990’s that the media started discussing the headscarf, usually with the focus on 
employment, where the headscarf was seen as an issue, since it is portrayed as a 
symbol of Muslim women being oppressed (Mogensen, 2008: 83). 
A case where a corporation refused to hire Muslim women with headscarf led 
to a lot of media attention, and this particular case were brought to court. This later 
turned out to be one of many cases where the headscarf is part of the media’s and the 
politician’s agenda; cases that would divide the nation, and where different opinions 
would be shaped and almost forcefully come to light (Mogensen 2008: 83) 
In Denmark there is no specific law surrounding the headscarf, and it is up to 
the individual institution in the public work field to decide on specific matter of dress 
(Fenger-Grøndahl, 2011). Though in May 2009 a rule banned judges from wearing 
religious or/and political symbols in court (Mikkelsen, 2009) 
In 2004 the Danish People’s Party proposed a law to prohibit the Muslim 
headscarf for public servants and employees, who because of their work was in direct 
contact with the citizens. The inspiration for the proposal derived from France, who 
earlier in the year had banned all religious symbols from public schools (Mogensen, 
2008). But contrary to he French law, this proposal only targeted the Muslim women 
with the headscarf, since the Danish People’s Party distinctively prohibited a cultural 
headscarf: “Culture based headscarf means any scarf or headgear that fall outside 
the Judeo-Christian culture, which historically has its roots in this country. This 
means that the headgear items carried by e.g. Jews and Catholics should not be 
covered by the ban” (l.16-18, Thulesen, D.K, 2004: free translation). However the 
Danish institute of Human Rights analysed the proposal and settled that it would be in 
conflict with constitutional and several human-right laws, such as the freedom of 
religion and laws of discrimination (Mogensen, 2006; Olsen, 2011). 
The people, who debate the Islamic headscarf, discuss it as though their 
opinion is the universal perception of why Muslims wear this headpiece. In fact the 
headscarf discussion truly is characterized by the involvement of people who have 
very different views of Islam, the role of religion in society and the relationship 
between dress, gender roles and political ideologies. Therefore all of these people of 
course have very different associations with the headscarf (Degn and Søholm, 2011 in 
Fenger-Grøndahl, 2011). When the headscarf debate can seem so emotional and often 
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exaggerated it is because it essentially is about people’s own cultural and political 
self-understanding and the norms and values the community is based on (Degn and 
Søholm, 2011).  
Analysis 
 
Through this chapter the analysis will be developed. This will be done by applying 
theories by Pierre Bourdieu and Erving Goffman on the empirical material that has 
been gathered. In addition to the secondary sources the empirical material includes the 
interviews carried out through the fieldwork. Furthermore in this chapter the working 
questions of the project will be analysed upon and answered, and hereby be able to 
answer the problem formulation in the conclusion chapter. The focus in the analysis 
will mainly be based on two hypothesises; first the level of education and secondly 
the level of personal contact will affect some segments of the Danish population’s 
view on Muslims. Different examples from the empirical material and interviews will 
be used, among this the Islamic headscarf as a visual symbol. An analysis will be put 
to work, investigating whether Islamic headscarves play a role in the attitudes of the 
Danes and if so how.  
 
The impact of education in society 
In this section of the analysis different concepts from the theories and how different 
levels of education have an influence on how the Danish society view Muslims will 
be looked upon. Furthermore, an analysis on how different levels of education among 
the Danes can lead to different attitudes towards ethnic minorities and Muslims, will 
be put forward. 
The empirical material highlights the importance of education for the different 
segments in the Danish establishment’s view on Muslims (Thomsen, 2006) (Gaasholt 
& Togeby, 1998). One will through a high education possess a higher level of 
knowledge and gain certain abilities that will influence how open-minded or averse 
one will be towards Muslims and ethnic minorities. But how big of a role does it 
actually play in practice? Figure 1. (appendix 2) illustrates that the foundation of 
having an education can lead individuals to obtain different qualities. The education 
system is helping the students to be more open minded and tolerant towards different 
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ethnic minorities. This factor also contributes to one being critical towards sources 
and thereby be able to distinguish between academic knowledge and knowledge 
gained through media (Thomsen, 2006). According to Pierre Bourdieu one’s 
educational level is crucial for the class division in society. This means that class 
division is created when people in society do not gain the same level of education. 
They are assembled in different groups that are separated in low and high educated 
(Bourdieu, 2004: 169-171 in Thomsen, 2006: 25).  
There is a coherence with people’s level of education and their political 
orientation, since people with an averse attitude towards Muslims often votes DF, 
while people who vote to the left are often open-minded (Thomsen 2006). With their 
field as frame of reference in co-relations to their capital they establish their norms 
and values, thereby their habitus is embodied in them and it generates their practises 
and attitudes. One could therefore argue that people from the same field tend to have 
the same stances and ways of practise. The Danish society is split up in two groups 
with different educational level, ideology and attitude towards Muslims (Thomsen 
2006), this can also be a result of their social setting. People voting for DF are often 
averse and Spangsberg (2012) confirms this in the interview that some of her friends 
vote DF and at the same time get provoked by Muslims wearing the headscarf.  
The low and high educated classes involve different perceptions of life and 
attitudes, which entails a set of norms that one is entitled to simply by being in their 
group. Which ‘habitus’ a person possesses is an indication of what foundation he/she 
will make decisions upon; through education, the individual is being taught how to 
achieve professional skills and additionally learn that possessing prejudices is not 
acceptable (Bourdieu, 2004: 244-254 in Thomsen, 2006: 26). In the ‘cultural capital’, 
one is entitled to learn about democratic values, which will help the actor to take part 
actively in the diplomatic circle  (Duch & Taylor, 1993: 755 in Thomsen, 2006: 24). 
This results in the individual gaining a ‘habitus’ (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1996) 
throughout the educational social setting (Goffman, 1963). 
B. Andersson is from Herlev, where he has lived most of his life. The 
interview indicates that he does not have any personal contact with the Muslims. He 
presents himself as having difficulties with accepting other cultures, especially the 
culture the Muslims have brought along with them to Denmark. Hereby the concept 
of ‘symbolic violence’ occurs in the sense that the dominant group, which Bent is a 
part of, acknowledges their own culture to be the superior culture, as he states that 
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Denmark already has a culture and that other cultures does not benefit the Danish 
society. Bent considers the situation from his ‘normative expectations’, and therefore 
he as the ‘actor’ does not recognize the ‘symbolic violence’ (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 
1996). 
 
We Danes feel, that if we settle down in another country, then we should live 
by their beliefs, but the Muslims do not do that. They have brought their religion with 
them to Denmark. It might be understandable, but at the same time it might be the 
reason for the frictions (B. Andersson, 2012: free translation). 
 
 Hereby he also emphasizes that it is a problem that ‘they’ do not share the 
same views as Danes, since it appears as a threat for him to Denmark and ‘us’. “We 
have our own and we would like to keep it that way… Or at least I do” (B. 
Andersson, 2012: free translation). This opinion is clearly characteristic for an 
ethnocentric attitude. The theory of Bourdieu claims that low educated people prefer a 
culture that they can identify themselves with. Hence other cultures that seem 
unfamiliar or different are unacceptable compared to their traditional culture 
(Bourdieu, 2004: 169-171 in Thomsen, 2006: 25). 
Furthermore, B. Andersson states that wearing the Islamic headscarf is a sign 
of unwillingness to integrate in the Danish establishment. He has a hard time 
identifying the Muslim women who wear headscarves as Danes. 
On the basis of B. Andersson’s remarks that the Islamic headscarf is a feature, 
which does not belong to Danish norms and values: “it signalizes from a long 
distance that they are not from here” (B. Andersson, 2012: free translation), he leans 
towards possessing the characteristics of being Islamophobic. By having this attitude, 
he also highlights that he has no understanding of why the Muslim women are 
wearing the headscarf. This may be caused by the fact that B. Andersson is low 
educated, and his abilities to understand or even have an insight in other cultures is 
limited.  
On the other hand, Nielsen and Spangsberg claim culture to be a contributing 
factor to create diversity and enrich the Danish society. “I think in general that 
culture is richness and a strength for a society” (Spangsberg, 2012: free translation). 
Their high level of education has equipped them with the ability to take part in the 
creation of diversity, thus also give them an understanding of ethnic minorities. The 
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cultural differences in the Danish society are not perceived as frightening and 
threatening for them, as it appears to do for B. Andersson. The reason might be 
because the individual with a high education is able to be open-minded and therefore 
generally have tolerance towards ethnic minorities and Muslims.  
The difference that lies within education provides some class barrier, where 
one has distinctive priorities. The open-mindedness creates an ability, which Nielsen 
and Spangsberg are expressing in order not to generalize Muslims. It is clear that this 
class barrier has an influence on one’s ‘habitus’. When one makes decisions based on 
the ‘social field’, it represents their lifestyle and preferences within their group 
(Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1996). High-educated people cannot behave or express 
certain averse opinions, as it would make them seem undemocratic and thereby 
stereotyping minorities and Muslims (Duch & Taylor, 1993: 755 in Thomsen, 2006: 
24). It would simply contradict the set of values and norms within their ‘field’ of 
‘social capital’ (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1996).  
Bourdieu designates that there is a distinction from low- to high educated, and 
this is seen in the interviews. B. Andersson describes Muslims as a homogeneous 
group; this might be a result of his educational background, which contains 
limitations for his social skills. The generalization of Muslims creates a basis for 
stereotyping, since B. Andersson is being averse towards Muslims. He believes that 
wearing the headscarf signalizes that they are foreign workers; “they’re a bunch of 
foreign workers”  (B. Andersson, 2012: free translation).  
 By this statement he expresses his prejudice against Muslims by stereotyping 
the women who wear headscarves and he also claims that it prevents integration. 
Another example is portrayed when B. Andersson expresses his opinion about 
Muslims who are not wearing the headscarf: “They look like the rest of us, and then 
there is no difference, well apart from when you hear them speak of course” (B. 
Andersson, 2012: free translation). B. Andersson’s perception of being a Dane is 
clearly demonstrated in his statement, when considering that one of the criteria to 
acceptance is the language. Moreover the concept of ‘symbolic violence’ can be 
applied. It is created through the communication between the Danes and Muslims; in 
accordance to Bourdieu, "any linguistic interaction holds a potential where symbolic 
violence can be practiced” (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1996: 130). In this quote 
Bourdieu emphasizes how the language can be a clear barrier. However Bourdieu also 
highlights that not every ‘actor’ is provided with the linguistics resources to expose 
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the ‘symbolic violence’ at the same level. This can be applied to the fact that, there 
emerges a dominant group (which hereby is considered as the Danes), that causes 
other groups  (Muslims) certain attitude and meanings, and is done in a way that hides 
the objective power relations.  
Furthermore having a high education entails a cognitive capacity, which 
engages a mind-set that reaches to higher processes of acquiring knowledge and 
understanding (Togeby 1995:87 in Mikkelsen, 2001: 150). One does not only 
approach to the actual concept, but also has the ability to be more reflective towards 
conflicts and problems appearing in society. Nielsen states unrequested that:  
 
There should be more people like Farshad Khologi with an immigrant 
background, who integrates in the Danish society and becomes famous (…) I would 
like to see more actors and authors who are part of the media picture. I think that this 
would make integration happen smoothly and quickly (Nielsen, 2012: free 
translation). 
 
Nielsen is able to see a solution where the media could be used as a tool to 
solve the problems. By stating that he wishes to see more Muslims in the media 
spotlight, who can represent the Muslims positively instead of the media’s stories 
about Muslims behaving inappropriately, he believes that it would be an advantage 
for Muslims not to be perceived as a homogenous group. Nielsen’s ability to be 
reflective might be a result of the cognitive capacity that he has gained through his 
high education and thereby a result of his perception in his ‘social field’.  
The democratic mind set one gains through a high education, includes strong 
democratic norms (Thomsen 2006; Hernes og Knudsen, 1989, 1992; Engesbak og 
Jensen, 1991 in Gaasholt & Togeby, 1994). This democratic mind-set might be 
recognised as a wish for social and political rights for everyone including the 
Muslims. According to Thomsen (2006) the Danes are mostly tolerant towards 
Muslims; not many Danes have an intolerant attitude. Through the interviews one can 
see that none of the interviewees show any signs of ignoring the social and political 
rights of the Muslims. Since none of them seem to have an intolerant attitude, they 
can all be seen as tolerant. Interpreting the interviews one can though claim that the 
high educated in general show a bigger tolerance than the low educated.  
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One has to take into consideration that they were not directly asked about Muslims 
social and political rights.  
 
Lack of education in relation to media and politics 
Thomsen (2006) argues that people with low education has not been through 
the education processes that will provide the individual with certain attributes like 
personal resources and knowledge that will lead to open-mindedness towards ethnic 
minorities and especially Muslims. 
According to Thomsen (2006) when a person has a lack of knowledge about 
Muslims one is more susceptible of being influenced by the media. The low educated, 
who has not gained knowledge about Muslims and their culture, may to a much 
higher degree be influenced by the negative picture the media creates about Islam. 
One may look at this in context with our interviews where the high educated, 
represented by among others Nielsen and Spangsberg, on a higher level reflect on the 
stories that the media presents. Nielsen (2012) states that there are a lot of success 
stories in the media, but it is mostly the negative stories we are exposed to. “It is 
remarkable that in parts of the society, it is by the media’s focus (…) one gets to see 
the problems, more than the success stories” (Nielsen, 2012: free translation). They 
are both able to see the difference between the stories in the media and the actual 
circumstances. They acknowledge that they are exposed with negative stories by the 
media and reflect upon it. Spangsberg (2012) calls this “the reality created by the 
media” (free translation). She argues that this creates negative prejudices in the 
Danish society about Muslims. She uses the example of the extreme Muslims in 
Denmark and the negative stories about them. Through media, negative or racial 
prejudice and thereby aversion towards the Muslims in Denmark, is created.  
We can see this in coherence with Goffman’s (1963) theory surrounding the 
‘actual’ and ‘virtual identity’, where the virtual identities of the Muslims are 
established through “the reality created by the media” (Spangsberg, 2012). The 
‘virtual identity’ consists of Muslims in the Danish society, who are labelled as 
extremists, while the ‘actual identity’ is that Muslims are not a homogeneous group 
with a collective social identity.  
Fraugde (2012) also confirms this by stating that: “some rabid Muslims has 
put an agenda, (...) this has created a fear, and terror is perceived as equal to 
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Muslims. This creates xenophobia” (2012: free translation). She furthermore connects 
this fear with the policies DF has been practising. One could extend this and say that 
it creates Islamophobia among some of the Danish citizens. According to Thomsen 
(2006), DF has used this fear (Islamophobia) and integrated it into the immigration 
policy, and hereby made it their political agenda. As we know DF’s voters tend to be 
averse towards immigrants and Muslims and in addition the majority of them are low 
educated (Thomsen, 2006). The low educated people are more vulnerable to the 
stories presented in the media (Togeby in Mikkelsen, 2001) and the media will 
become their source of information (Zaller, 1992 in Togeby, 1998). Spangsberg 
(2012) mentions this in the interview, where she blames the media and politicians for 
the social exclusion some Muslims are exposed to. She sees this exclusion as a result 
of DF’ policies and the media’s coverage. Nielsen (2012) does the same; he thinks 
media plays an important role and furthermore that Muslims are often portrayed 
negatively in the media. B. Andersson (2012) who is low educated might not have 
reflected upon the role of the media, since he is not mentioning it, and does not see 
this as a factor.  
The other interviewees think that the Muslim culture brings many positive 
things to the Danish society, such as family relations, food and so on. Nielsen (2012) 
and Spangsberg (2012) who are highly educated even perceive the Muslim culture as 
an enrichment for the Danish culture. It could be argued that B. Andersson’s attitude 
towards the Muslim culture is ethnocentric, and maybe also Islamophobic, since he is 
not recognising the culture Muslims bring with them, and furthermore is afraid of 
losing his culture. His lack of knowledge about the Muslim culture is probably the 
reason of this aversive and ethnocentric attitude towards Muslims and their culture. 
Even though he has an aversive and ethnocentric attitude, he is at no point denying 
the social and political rights of the Muslims and can therefore not be considered as 
intolerant. Also L. Andersson (2012) who is low educated thinks that Muslims are too 
dedicated to their religion, and she thinks that they should make compromises with 
their religion to meet the Danes. Nielsen (2012) thinks the opposite when he says that 
their culture brings colour to the Danish society. “It is beneficial for the Danish 
culture. I am sure that more colours on the palette is only beneficial for every 
culture” (Nielsen, 2012: free translation). This is coherent with what Mikkelsen 
(2001) says; people with a high education are open-minded towards immigrants, and 
some even see it as an enrichment for the Danish society.  
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Both Togeby (1997), Thomsen (2006) and Hernes & Knudsen (1989, 1992 in 
Gaasholt & Togeby) mentions how a lack of education, and thereby a lack of 
knowledge can lead to prejudices and a ‘virtual social identity’ is produced, which 
again might lead to aversive attitudes like Ethnocentrism and Islamophobia. Several 
of the interviewees mention the role the media plays in creating erroneous prejudice 
and stereotypes towards the Muslims. Nielsen (2012), Spangsberg (2012), and L. 
Andersson (2012) point out how the media has created a generalisation of the 
Muslims and thereby prejudices.  
When Nielsen was asked about the relations between Muslims and Danes, he 
interrupted the question and pointed out that “a Dane can also have a dark skin” 
(Nielsen 2012: free translation), indicating that a Dane does not necessarily have to be 
an ethnic Dane, but can have a different origin. He hereby includes ethnic minorities 
and/or Muslims as a part of the Danish society. When B. Andersson (2012) talks 
about the Danes and the Muslims he uses the terms ‘us’ and ‘them’: for example “Us 
Danes think…” (B. Andersson, 2012 free translation). If we link this to Goffman’s 
(1963) theory, B. Andersson stigmatizes the Muslims and he sees the Danish 
population as ‘normals’ and the Muslims as ‘deviants’. From his point of view, they 
are different and not part of the Danish society, and therefore they are ‘discredited’ 
(Goffman, 1963). The headscarf as a visual symbol can be an example of a creation of 
a negative gap between ‘deviants’ and ‘normals’ (Goffman, 1963).  
B. Andersson states that: “The Muslims do not adapt to our culture; they take 
their religion with them” (B. Andersson, 2012: free translation). The generalisation he 
raises towards Muslims puts certain attributes to them, and thereby they are being 
stigmatised. Spangsberg (2012) has seen through this by stating: “Most Danes will 
probably describe the Muslims very stereotypically” (Spangsberg, 2012: free 
translation). According to Goffman’s (1963) theory regarding the relations between 
the ‘normals’ and the ‘discredited’ B. Andersson is a great example of a Dane who 
views himself as normal, while viewing the Muslims as ‘deviants’ and in extension 
discredited. B. Andersson unconsciously does this by noting that the Muslims have 
certain attributes and characteristics that make them deviate from the ‘normals’. This 
lack of education, lack of knowledge and thereby among other things a lower degree 
of cognitive capacity are some of the factors that create these stereotypes. He might 
not have the same opportunity or wishes to seek information or interact with the 
‘discredited’.  
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 Taking this into consideration we can see a slight difference in the level of 
aversion and Ethnocentrism and the level of education of our interviewees. In general, 
the high educated have a tendency to be more open-minded towards Muslims. There 
are especially two high- educated interviewees, Nielsen and Spangsberg, who stand 
out as the opposite of ethnocentric and very open-minded. They also have a tendency 
to see through media’s role and the information they bring out in the public. One 
could argue that their position as journalists could be a prominent factor in their 
opinion about the media’s role. There are two low- educated interviewees who stand 
out; L. Andersson and B. Andersson have less open-minded attitudes and on some 
matters have an averse attitude. Especially B. Andersson’s attitude is slightly 
Ethnocentric and Islamophobic. One might argue that this attitude towards Muslims is 
a result of his low education and lack of knowledge. It could also be argued that it can 
be a result of his lack of contact with Muslims.  
People in the Danish society with an aversive or ethnocentric attitude will 
expect that the Muslims should adapt to the Danish culture, norms and values 
(Thomsen, 2006). As Quraishy (1999) states “in Denmark it is clear that when the 
majority of the citizens speak about integration they mean that the immigrants should 
not be very visible and preferably disappear” (: 83: free translation). He argues that 
the attitude of some Danes lies in the fact that when the Muslims’ culture or religion 
is not visible or noticeable the integration is successful. Leila (2012) confirms this 
attitude when she talks positively about a Pakistani family she has met through her 
work; she states that she think they are integrated, because they adapted well to the 
Danish culture, and she “didn’t even notice that their children were Muslims” (L. 
Andersson, 2012: free translation). Even though she is positive towards this Pakistani 
family, she thinks they are integrated, since their religion is not visible. In her opinion 
they do not deviate from the ‘normals’, in this case the majority of the Danish society. 
There is therefore an inclination of an ethnocentric attitude. 
 
The impact of personal contact 
All the interviewees, both high- and low educated, have had personal contact 
with the Muslims, apart from one: B. Andersson. If we link him to Goffman’s theories 
surrounding stigma and Allport’s concept dealing with personal contact, he is a clear 
example of someone who has not interacted with Muslims in his every day life; in the 
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interview he portrays himself as someone ignorant, as he is having difficulties 
understanding why Muslims need to express their religion through visual emblems (in 
this case the Islamic headscarf also known as the Hijab). He sees it as an obstacle in 
the matter of integration and it makes him perceive the Muslims as different and 
therefore not a part of the Danish establishment. He sets up a clear line between ‘us’ 
and ‘them’ (‘us’ being the ethnic Danes and ‘them’ being the Muslim immigrants). 
He assigns them negative attributes and his perception of the labeled group as 
fundamentally different causes stereotyping. Furthermore, "us" and "them" implies 
that the labeled group is slightly less human in nature, and at the extreme not human 
at all. 
From B. Andersson’s point of view, he lives in a ‘matrix’, where the majority 
of the people are ethnic Danes. Furthermore he is retired, which reduces his time 
spent outside his home, as he is no longer active in the work-field. He states that his 
lack of contact with the Muslims is due to the fact that “none of my neighbours are 
Muslims” (B. Andersson, 2012: free translation).  
Because of his social settings, the Muslims are not a part of his everyday life. He sees 
them as something unfamiliar. From his perspective the Muslims become deviant, as 
the ‘matrix’ creates guidelines to what is ‘normal’ and ‘abnormal’ (Goffman, 1963). 
He is capable of, without further consideration or reflection, to divide individuals as 
they encounter in his ‘matrix’ into various categories. Therefore he has certain 
expectations to the attributes that the individuals may possess, which erects a ‘social 
identity’.  
He leans on the anticipations that he has and converts them into ‘normative 
expectations’ (Goffman, 1963). Likewise the concept of ‘symbolic violence’ is valid; 
for this purpose, it is essential to understand that it occurs due to a non-
acknowledgement of the Muslims who are exposed to the ‘symbolic violence’ since 
Bent does not recognize the ‘symbolic violence’ as violence but merely accept the 
situation as it is. The non reflective acceptance follows due to the fact that Bent 
considers a number of conditions and circumstances as natural. In addition, the 
symbolic power clarifies the disciplines used against the Muslims, in order to endorse 
their placement in the ‘social hierarchy’. Furthermore, it entails actions that have 
discriminatory or harming meaning or implications, such as racial prejudices. 
‘Symbolic power’ sustains its’ effect through the misrecognition of power relations 
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situated in the ‘social matrix’ of the given ‘field’ (in this case the Danish 
establishment).  
In addition, the characters he assigns to this individual are interpreted as a 
‘virtual social identity’; a characterization in effect. However, these attributes are not 
necessarily true and the characters that this individual possesses are his/her ‘actual 
social identity’. In B. Andersson’s case, he judges the Muslims only by their virtual 
social identity, neglecting their actual social identity. When being asked what he 
associated with the Islamic headscarf, his immediate reply was “they’re a bunch of 
foreign workers” (B. Andersson, 2012: free translation). He imposes a ‘virtual social 
identity’ to the Muslims by giving them a collective ‘social identity’.  
When an individual is the holder of an attribute that distinguishes him from others, a 
certain outcome is in sight. The individual is perceived as incomplete; in this case not 
a part of the Danish establishment. He is not accepted. The attributes that the 
individual are assigned to gives birth to a stigma. In addition it creates a divergence 
between ‘virtual social identity’ and ‘actual social identity’. When being in contact 
with the Muslims, a reclassification may occur and this might lead us to substitute our 
negative thoughts to something positive about the stigmatized individuals.  
The remaining five interviewees, all stated that personal contact is vital to 
overcome the ‘virtual social identity’.  
Fraugde pointed out that through culinary experiences, one may taste and experience 
another culture and that it is an excellent way to strip away a lack of knowledge and 
eliminate various prejudices that one might have against this culture and religion. 
Furthermore, she finds it significant to be tolerant, open-minded and respectful 
towards Muslims. “The next generations should, in the encounter with the Muslims, 
grow up and have a broader notion and be less prejudiced in order to understand 
each other” (Fraugde, 2012: free translation). 
L. Andersson likewise finds it essential to open up her home to other cultures 
and be receptive to create a dialogue and a better understanding.  
People who lack personal contact and who are unwilling to interfere and interact with 
the Muslims are more ‘averse’. She states that it is important to accept and 
acknowledge them as individuals and not as a collective or a homogeneous group. 
Nielsen comes up with another solution to the problem of lack of integration 
in Denmark; he emphasizes how crucial it is to positively portray high educated 
Muslims in the public eye, as the media often represents them in a negative way. He 
	   50	  
mentions several times the importance of successful stories about Muslims who have 
overcome their ‘social inheritance’, for instance by acquiring an academic education.  
Furthermore, Kruse supports this notion by stating that in reality, “some 
people feel ill of themselves and need to have a scapegoat to point fingers at” (Kruse, 
2012: free translation). Fraugde also points out how paradoxical it is, that the Danes 
originally invited the guest workers in the 60’s and 70’s to help reconstruct the 
country and that nowadays the Danes perceive it is a theft in some way of their 
property. 
As stated above, media plays a significant role in the Danes’ perception of the 
Muslims. People with limited knowledge about other cultures, caused by a lack of 
personal contact or lack of education, have a tendency to overtake the view that the 
medias produce about the Muslim immigrants as the collective truth of how they 
practice their culture (Thomsen, 2006: 95-96, 228). 
They have poorer chances to recognize the media’s portrayal of Muslims in context to 
the actual knowledge about their culture. The media most frequently becomes the 
only source of information that the people with the lack of personal contact have to 
the ethnic minorities. More overly the media often pictures immigrants negatively 
(Gaarde Madsen, 2000; Thomsen, 2006: 174), which results in an intensification and 
exaggeration of the general attitudes towards Muslims in segments of the Danish 
society. On the other hand, the media does not have a significant influence on those 
who have personal contact with Muslims, which make them less reluctant to possess 
prejudices (Thomsen, 2006: 225-231). 
Spangsberg recognizes the media’s take on Muslims. She acknowledges the 
Muslims as equal to the ethnic Danes and does not assign them a title as ‘deviants’ by 
emphasizing that the Muslims are entitled to the same rights as Danes, but may feel 
excluded due to a reality created by the media. She states that “it’s only a minority 
who actually search actively after external academic competences through out 
literature in order to gain a broader perspective of the Muslim’s culture and 
religion” (Spangsberg, 2012: free translation).  
Sympathetically she even claims, “the Muslims may perceive the ethnic Danes 
as being holders of Islamophobia” (Spangsberg, 2012: free translation). It has 
produced an alienated view of the Muslims, which furthermore has created a number 
of prejudices against them. Stereotyping also occurs as a result to the reality created 
by the media.  
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Fraugde claims that it is typical for the ethnic Danes to associate the Muslims with 
terror due to the 9/11. Therefore an equal sign is put between Muslims and terror and 
xenophobia is manifested. “A need for curiosity, in order to obtain insight in each 
other’s cultures and not be afraid to ask questions when wondering, is essential” 
(Fraugde, 2012: free translation). She acknowledges and is able to overcome their 
‘virtual social identity’ and define them by their ‘actual social identity’. In addition 
she states that it must be difficult to be a Muslim when you do not feel welcome. This 
shows that she is empathetic, as she places herself in a Muslim’s shoes. The reason 
behind her open-mindedness is most likely due to the fact that she had personal 
interaction with the Muslims through out her ‘field’. Through this ‘field’ and her 
‘cultural capital’ she has achieved knowledge, which has made her less averse 
towards the Muslims.  
Five of the interviewees who have acquired a certain degree of personal 
contact do not perceive the Islamic headscarf as a degeneration in our society; on the 
other hand it has become a part of the street scene in the everyday life. They do not 
see it as somewhat strange. However, they see it as a religious symbol of their faith in 
Islam. Spangsberg states that “it is perfectly normal and it is simply a type of 
headgear as any other” (Spangsberg, 2012: free translation). Nielsen likewise states 
that he has met Muslims wearing the Islamic headscarf and “I do not see it as a 
problem” (Nielsen, 2012: free translation). Kruse, in some way disagrees with her 
fellow high educated interviewees, as she perceives it as an oppression and a lack of 
freedom, when she sees young girls at the age of 7-8 wearing it. Her relation to the 
young girls appears through her profession. From her field she sees the Islamic 
headscarf as an obstacle in their identity making, as “it is the family’s choice when 
young girls wear it” (Kruse, 2012: free translation). Fraugde finds it strange when her 
Muslim colleague, who usually wears the Islamic headscarf, removes it when being in 
a meeting with her fellow female colleagues. This indicates that she does not see her 
colleague as different when wearing the headscarf, but solely as a whole of who she 
is. Therefore she reacts when she takes the headscarf off, as this headscarf is part of 
her entire perception of her colleague.  
On the contrary L. Andersson argues that it is sensational and not so common 
in Denmark. She has a limited contact with Muslims, which makes her more averse 
than some of the other interviewees; she believes that it is a religious act that 
distinguishes itself from the Danish norms. According to L. Andersson, “they are not 
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part of us. It is more pleasant to see people’s natural self” (L. Andersson, 2012: free 
translation). Even though she has this opinion, she still believes that the Islamic 
headscarf is a private matter, which only oneself should determine. Her husband, B. 
Andersson, does not share her belief about it being a private matter, as he simply sees 
them as foreign workers. He is more averse towards Muslims wearing headscarves, 
because he sees it as an obstacle. “The headscarf is an obstacle, that indicates that 
one is not Danish; they differ from the crowd and do not resemble the Danes” (B. 
Andersson, 2012: free translation). His high level of aversion is most likely due to the 
fact that he has not had personal contact with the Muslims, whereas his wife, L. 
Andersson, is more open-minded, as she has interacted personally with the Muslims 
through out her work. Because they are part of the same ‘matrix’ in the sense that they 
are married, one could expect them to have the same opinions about the matter of 
integration in Denmark. However this is not entirely the case; through her social 
settings, in this case her profession, she has assembled an overall impression. Where 
B. Andersson, is solely influenced by the media and what he hears, she has gone a 
step further and achieved physical interaction with the Muslims. According to 
Goffman (1963), the face to face interactions eliminate certain stigmas that a person is 
attributed by society. 
 Where the interviewees agreed more or less on the fact that the headscarf was 
a part of the every day picture, they all mentioned the Burqa as an alient aspect of the 
headscarf. Furthermore 2 out of the 6 interviewees link the bikers with the Muslims 
wearing Burqa. They see it as an extreme. Kruse argues that there is a signal value to 
all kinds of clothing. Furthermore, she emphasizes the importance in distinguishing 
between the Hijab and the Burqa. She is not puzzled when she sees a woman wearing 
a Hijab, but she strongly dislikes the Burqa; “it signalizes different values. I don’t like 
not being able to identify the person in front of me. They seem enclosed when being 
completely covered” (Kruse, 2012: free translation). She suggests that the wearing of 
the headscarf is a desire to hold on to one’s own culture, norms and values, and 
therefore some Muslims seem as though they lack an interest in integration. This 
example can be interpreted into Goffman’s concept of ‘deviance’; where the 
headscarf is now perceived as part of the ‘normative expectations’, since the 
interviewees with high education and who has experienced face to face interactions, 
refer to it as a part the every day picture, the Burqa is not as widespread and it is 
therefore seen as a deviance. This might entail a restraining effect on the Muslims 
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wearing the Burqa. A visual stigmatization is implemented. This is also expressed 
through the interviewees, who raise prejudice about the Burqa; “as a woman I find it 
oppressing to see other women being completely covered, and it must be extremely 
hot to wear this during the summer” (Spangsberg, 2012: free translation). Nielsen 
extends this view by saying that “it is a problem. It is hard to identify in this type of 
clothing. It does not benefit integration” (Nielsen, 2012: free translation). He states 
that it might provoke a various number of prejudices. The body language is hidden 
when wearing the Burqa; it does not open up for dialogue and it creates a distance. 
This might give birth to further prejudices and labelling, as one cannot overcome the 
stigmatization that is already there in the first place; a vicious circle is hereby put to 
work.  
Fraugde associates the Burqa with something horrible and unpleasant, and she 
draws parallels between this type of Islamic headgear and the French horror movie 
Belphegor (1927).  
The common denominator of the 5 interviewees (everyone apart from B. 
Andersson, as he lacks a personal contact and does not mention the Burqa in his 
interview) is that they share a negative attitude towards the headgear that is not a part 
of their everyday scene, in this case the Burqa. L. Andersson states “if people were 
used to seeing the Muslims being fully covered like many are in London, people would 
not turn their heads after it” (L. Andersson, 2012: free translation). Here she 
acknowledges that the matrix is essential in relation to the Goffmanian concept of 
‘visual stigmas’; that one’s social settings are vital in cooperation with Pierre 
Bourdieu’s concept of ‘habitus’. The outcome is therefore dependent on the ‘matrix’. 
 L. Andersson finds it crucial that “one should respect the boundaries, values 
and norms within the country you enter and live in” (L. Andersson, 2012: free 
translation). She also claims that the fact that you cannot see the person in front of 
you composes an actual danger. She gives the example of a passport control scenario, 
where it might be impossible to identify the person concerned.  
Where the high educated’s focus is on the solutions rather than the problems, the low 
educated emphasizes the size of the problems concerning cultural friction.  
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The role of age and generation 
However, one factor alone is not crucial for the attitudes possessed by an 
individual. One can see how the combination of more factors have an influence; both 
personal contact and a high level of education can be factors that play a role when 
looking at different generations and the age of the population. People above 50 years 
are in general more averse towards Muslims (Mikkelsen, 2001). The older generation 
often has both a lower education and less personal contact with Muslims than the 
younger generations (Thomsen, 2006). The different generations have grown up in 
different ‘matrixes’, which will create different expectations and anticipations 
towards the fellow citizens (Goffman, 1963). Both the level of education and personal 
contact is a result of the ‘matrixes’ the generations have grown up in. The younger 
generation has grown up in a more diverse society with more ethnic minorities 
(Thomsen, 2006), and this creates different expectations to the society and different 
cultures. The social settings for generations have developed over time, and this was 
put into words by the interviewees. An example of this is Spangsberg, who is the 
youngest interviewee with a high education and personal contact with Muslims 
making her very open-minded towards Muslims. On the other hand, B. Andersson, 
who is a generation older and the oldest of the interviewees, lacks education and 
personal contact with Muslims, which makes him more aversive towards Muslims. 
Hereby one can clearly see how the combination of personal contact and education 
might play a crucial role in what attitude the individual will possess.  
Conclusion 
 
Within the Danish society, there is a segment that stands out as a significant 
factor towards deciding whether a person will have an averse or open-minded attitude 
towards Muslims. This segment consists in the level of education. People who are 
high educated have predominantly an open mind towards other cultures. A high 
education entails a higher cognitive capacity, which involves a mind-set that enables 
one to be reflective and critical towards where one gains the knowledge from. 
Moreover high educated people have the ability to view Muslims as individuals and 
not perceive them as a homogenous group with a collective identity. Furthermore, the 
high educated people are often tolerant towards Muslims as a result of their cultural 
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capital, where they have evolved a democratic mind-set from their social field. This is 
very essential in the sense that it forms their stances and values, and their habitus is 
therefore what enables them to act and have certain attitudes, due to the fact that their 
field is their frame of reference. 
The analysis in this project indicates that the low educated people are not 
intolerant, but tend to be aversive and have an ethnocentric attitude towards the 
Muslim culture in the Danish establishment. 
The low educated has through their education and from their fields of capital not 
obtained the same abilities and resources’ as the high educated. As a result of this, 
their information about the Muslim culture is limited since they receive most of their 
knowledge about Muslims through politics and media. Due to a reality created by the 
media, it produces a homogeneous virtual social identity that is not coherent with the 
Muslims actual social identity. This virtual social identity creates stereotyping of 
Muslims, which for some low educated Danes results in xenophobic and 
Islamophobic attitudes. However personal contact with Muslims can prevent this.   
Despite the significance of the educational level, through the analysis personal 
contact has proven to be a more crucial factor to create an open-mindedness towards 
Muslims. Only when they have the media as a source of reference, the interviews with 
a low education have shown proof of being more Islamophobic and therefore they 
generate stereotypes through the knowledge they receive from the media. Personal 
contact and dialogue is a contributing factor for the low educated to be able to 
perceive the actual social identity of a Muslim instead of their virtual social identity. 
Due to personal contact, one is able to perceive other cultures as an advantage, in the 
sense that it brings diversity and cultural richness to the society. Therefore personal 
contact is a catalyst to hinder ethnocentrism.  
The investigation regarding the case study in this project reveals that the 
interviewees who have personal contact with Muslims through their matrix perceive 
the Islamic headscarf as part of the street scene in their everyday life. As a result of 
this the Islamic headscarf does not appear as a threat to them. The Burqa, however, is 
to a higher degree seen as a threat to the Danish society, since it is regarded as an 
alien attribute. When there is a lack of both personal contact and education, the low 
educated has a tendency to perceive the Islamic headscarf as a threat, since it seems 
strange and unfamiliar.  
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Finally, it can therefore be concluded through Goffman’s theory surrounding 
stigma and Bourdieu’s theory regarding field, capital, habitus and symbolic violence 
that people with lack of education and personal contact tend to be more averse and in 
some cases, this includes an ethnocentric and Islamophobic attitude towards Muslims 
within the Danish establishment. Education and personal contact are therefore some 
of the main factors that contribute to prevent these attitudes. 
After thoughts 
 
Looking in retrospect, there are a few changes that could have been made in order to 
optimize the outcome of this project. 
Regarding the theory, choosing Pierre Bourdieu as one of our main theorists was 
probably too extensive since we are first semester students; his concepts are very 
complex, hard to propagate and to put in relation with this project’s topic: integration 
in Denmark. A way by which it could have been avoided to apply Bourdieu’s theory, 
would have been by substituting it with Allport’s concept of ‘personal contact’, and 
utilize this as one of our main theories instead of simply mentioning it vaguely 
without going into depth with it. Bourdieu’s theory would then have been used as an 
endorsement to our empirical material regarding education. 
Furthermore, an obstacle that was faced while writing this project, was setting up the 
interviews; the idea was to compare different matrixes and have several interviews 
within these matrixes in order to get a more representative and varied picture of the 
Danes’ attitudes. However, the portrait that came to light in relation with the 
interviews, was less indicative, as it only showed the opinions of only one segment of 
the population. On this note, setting up more interviews in a number of social settings 
would have enabled us to get a broader perspective about which opinions the Danes 
possess about the Muslim. 
 
 
 
 
	   57	  
Bibliography  	  
Books: 
Andersen, Heine & Kaspersen, Bo. 1996. Klassisk og moderne samfundsteori. 
Købehavn: Hans reitzels Forlag A/S 
 
Allport, Gordon. 1954. The nature of prejudice. Canada: Addison: Wesley 
 
Borre, Ole. 2003. Kapitel 11. To kofliktdimensioner. In: Andersen, Jørgen Goul & Ole 
Borre, 2003. Politisk forandring – Værdipolitik og nye skillelinjer ved 
folketingsvalget 2001.  
 
Degn, Inge and Kirsten Molly Søholm, 2011. Tørklædet som kulturelt teg. Denmark: 
Aarhus Universitetsforlag  
 
Den Store Danske Encyklopædi, 1996. Erna Fraktur 6. København: Danmarks 
Nationalleksion A/S 
 
Desai, Vadana and Rob Potter. 2006. Doing Development Research, London: Sage 
Publications 
 
Fredrickson, George M. 2003. Racisme- I Historisk perspektiv. New Jersey: 
Princeton Univerity Press 
 
Fuglsang, Lars and Poul Bitsch Olsen. 2004. Videnskabsteori i 
samfundsvidenskaberne. Roskilde: Roskilde Universitetsforlag  
 
Gaasholt, Øystein and Lise Togeby, 1998. I syv sind- Danskernes holdinger til 
flygtninge og indvandrere. Århus: Forlaget Politica 
 
Gaasholt, Øysetin and Lise Togeby, 1994. Modviljen mod de fremmede. Er den 
bestemt af interesser  eller ideology? In: Politca. 1994. Århus: Tidsskriftet Politica.  
 
	   58	  
Goffman, Erving. 1993. Stigma: notes on management of spoiled identity, New 
Jersey: Pinguin Books  
 
Hervik, Peter. 2003. The discourse of ethnicity. In: Tufte, Thomas, ed. 2003. 
Medierne, minoriteterne og det multikulturelle samfund- Skandinaviske perspektiver. 
Göteborg: Nordicom 
 
Hervik, Peter. 2006. How tolerate are the Danes. In: R. Pinxton & E. Preckler, ed. 
2006. How tolerante are the Danes. New York: Berghan Books,  
 
Jenkins, Richard 1993. Pierre Bourdieu. New York: Routledge 
 
Mikkelsen, Flemming. 2001. Integrationens paradoks. København: Catinèt Research 
ApS 
 
Mikkelsen, Flemming and Tallat Shakoor. 2010. I Danmark Er Jeg Født… 
København: Frydenlund 
 
Ministeriet for flytninge, indvandrere og integration, 2007. Værdier og Normer, - 
blant udlændinge og danskere. København: Tænketanken om udfordringer for 
integrationsindsatsen i Denmark. 
 
Mogensen, Mogens S. 2008. From cartoon crisis to headscarf row. Denmark: 
Christiansfeld 
 
Olsen, Poul B. and Kaare Pedersen 2008. Problem-Oriented Project Work. 
Frederiksberg: Roskilde University Press  
 
Pierre Bourdieu and Loic J.D. Wacquant. 1996. Refleksive sociologi Hans Reitzels 
Forlag. 
 
Quraishy, Bashy. 1999. Fra Punjab til Vesterbro. Denmark: Etnisk debatforum 
 
	   59	  
Sommer, Mia M, Katrine B. Nielsen, Julia Buus Nicholsen. Hvem har magten? – En 
governmentality analyse af magtrelationerne mellem sundhedsvæsenet, jordemoderen 
og den overvægtige gravide. 2011. København: Professionshøjskolen Metropol  
 
Taras, Raymond. 2012. Xenophobia and Islamophobia in Europe. Edinburgh: 
Edingburgh University Press Ltd  
 
Thomsen, Jens P. F. 2006. Konflikten om de nye danskere. Viby: Akademisk Forlag 
 
Togeby, Lise 1997. Fremmedhed og Fremmedhad i Danmark. Danmark: Forlaget 
Colombus 
 
Togeby, Lise 2004. Man har et standpunkt.. Om stabilitet o forandring I 
befolkningens holdninger. Århus: Aarhus Universitetsforlag.  
 
Webpages: 	  
Andersen, C.S. 2005. Smid ikke metoderne ud med badevandet.  [online] Available 
through: Copenhagen Buisness School. Available at: 
http://rauli.cbs.dk/index.php/dansksociologi/article/viewFile/723/754  [Accessed 27 
November 2012]  
 
BBC, 2011. The Islamic veil across Europe. Available at 
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-13038095  [Accessed 16 December 2012] 
 
Ebdrup, N. 2011. Hvad er konstruktivisme?. [online] Available at 
http://videnskab.dk/kultur-samfund/hvad-er-konstruktivisme#comments [Accessed 24 
November 2012]  
 
Fenger-Grøndahl,  M. 2011. Tørklædedebatten.  [online] Available at: 
http://www.faktalink.dk.molly.ruc.dk/titelliste/tdeb/tdebreg [Accessed 15 December 
2012]. 
Gyldendals Åbne Encyklopædi, 2009. Den Store Danske. [online] København K: 
Gyldendal available through: 
	   60	  
http://www.denstoredanske.dk/Sprog,_religion_og_filosofi/Filosofi/Filosofi_i_1800-
_og_1900-t./socialkonstruktivisme [Accessed 22 November 2012]  
 
Mikkelsen B. 2009. L 98  Forslag til lov om ændring af retsplejeloven. [online] 
Available at http://www.ft.dk/samling/20081/lovforslag/l98/som_vedtaget.htm  
[Accessed 15 December 2012]. 
 
 
Olsen B. K. 2004. Notat vedrørende B 201 Forslag til folketingsbeslutning om 
forbud mod at bære kulturbestemt hovedbeklædning. [online] Available at: 
http://menneskeret.dk/viden/høringssvar/2004/2004?doc=18558[Accessed 15 
December 2012]. 
 
Oxford, 2008. Concise oxford english dictionary. New york: Oxford University Press 
Inc.  
 
Retsinformation (1996), Lov om forbud mod forskelsbehandling på arbejdsmarkedet 
m.v., law nr. 459. Available at: 
https://www.retsinformation.dk/Forms/R0710.aspx?id=81555 [Accessed 12 
November 2012]. 
 
Thulesen, D.K. 2004. B 201 Forslag til folketingsbeslutning om forbud mod at bære 
kulturbestemt hovedbeklædning. Available at: 
http://www.danskfolkeparti.dk/B_201_Forslag_til_folketingsbeslutning_om_forbud_
mod_at_bære_kulturbestemt_hovedbeklædning..asp [Accessed 24 November 2012]  
 
Powerpoint:  
Moreira, Afonso. (2012) Qualitative Methods: main features and procedures. 
[Lecture]  Roskilde University. 21 October 2012.  
 
Interviews:   
Nielsen, Jørgen (2012) Telephone interview with Jørgen Nielsen. Interviewed by 
Laura Astrid Colstrup. 07 December 2012. Herlev  
 
	   61	  
Spangsberg, Britt. (2012) Interview with Britt Spangsberg. Interviewed by Marit 
Moberg. 07 December 2012. Herlev 
 
Kruse, Helene. (2012). Interview with Helene Kruse. Interviewed by Betül Akdemir. 
08 December 2012. Herlev 	  
 
Fraude, Jessi. (2012) Interview with Jessi Fraugde. Interview by M’Barka Daoudi. 06 
December 2012. Herlev 
 
Anderson, Bent S. (2012) Interview with Bent Stig Andersson. Interviewed  by Naama 
Daoudi. 08 December 2012. Herlev  
 
Andersson, Laila. (2012). Interview with Laila Andersson. Interviewed by Israe 
Noureldin. 08 December 2012. Herlev  
 
PDF:   
Det Nationale Forskningscenter – arbejdsmiljø, 2010. Rekruttering af udenlandsk 
arbejdskraft: Indvandreres arbejdsmiljø og tilknytning til arbejdsmarkedet i 
Danmark.[pdf] Available at: 
<http://www.arbejdsmiljoforskning.dk/da/projekter/~/media/Projekter/NMR-
Globalisering/DK-Landerapport---NMR-globaliseringsprojekt.pdf> [Accessed 29 
October 2012]. 
Rohde, S.T. 2012. Berlingske Tider, jeg er så skide træt af jer muslimer [online]. 
Available at: <http://www.b.dk/nationalt/skoleleder-jeg-er-saa-skide-traet-af-jer-
muslimer>[Accessed 12 November 2012]. 
 
Williams, D.R. 2001. International Encyclopedia of the Social & Behavioral Sciences. 
Ethnicity, Race and Health. [online] Available at: 
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/B0080430767038389# >[Accessed 
17 December 2012]. 
 
 	  
	   62	  
Appendix 	  
Appendix 1  	  	  
	  	  	  	  
	  	  	  	  http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/shared/spl/hi/pop_ups/05/europe_muslim_veils/html/1.stm	  	  	  	  	  
	   63	  
	  
Appendix 2  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
	   64	  
Appendix 3 
 
Interview questions in Danish   
Baggrundsinformation: Alder, beskæftigelse, uddannelse.  
1. Hvor er du opvokset?  
2. Har du nogen personlig kontakt med muslimer I din hverdag? (skole, arbejdsplads, 
gennem venner)  
3. Synes du muslimerne er ekskluderet fra det danske samfund?  
4. Synes du at muslimer integrere sig nok I det danske samfund?  
5. Synes du kulturen muslimer bringer med sig, gavner det danske samfund? (er der 
nogen speciel grund til at du synes/ikke synes det)  
6. Mener du at det danske samfund har fordomme mod muslimer?  
7. Mener du at muslimer har fordomme mod det danske samfund?  
8. Hvad forbinder du med det islamiske tørklæde?  
9. Hvorfor tror du at muslimer går med tørklæde? Hvad tror du at det betyder for 
dem?  
10. Tror du at muslimer der går med tørklæde gør en forskel på hvad danskerne synes 
om muslimer?  
11. Tror du at muslimer der går med tørklæde gør en forskel på hvad du synes om 
dem?  
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Appendix 4 	  
Interview questions  
Basic information regarding; age, job and education.  
1. Where did you grow up? 
2. Do you have any form of personal contact with Muslims in your everyday life? (e.g 
through institutions or friends)  
3. Do you believe that Muslims are excluded from the Danish society?  
4. Do you think that Muslims integrates themselves enough in the Danish society? 
5. Do you consider the culture, which Muslims bring along with them, is beneficial 
for the Danish society? (are there any particular reason for your answer)  
6. Do you believe that the Danish society has prejudices against Muslim?   
7. Do you believe that Muslims have prejudices against the Danish society? 
8. What do you associate with the Islamic headscarf?  
9. Why do you think that Muslims are wearing a headscarf?  
10. Do you consider Muslims who wears the headscarf as being influential for the 
perception the Danes has about them? 
11. Do you consider Muslims who wears the headscarf as being influential factor for 
how you perceive them?  
(free translation)  	  
